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ABSTRACT 
One h u n dred, s ix ty-n i ne u n dergraduates parti c ipated in a s tu dy 
th at  i nv e s ti g ated  the effec ts of i n terper son a l  se l f -percepti ons on 
j u dgemen ts made abou t  o ther s .  S ubjec ts ' i n terpersona l  s tyl es were 
as sessed  by se l f -r ati ngs  us i n g  the I n terperson a l  A djec ti ve  S c a l e s  
( l AS ) .  S ubjects a l so rated the in terperson al s tyl es of two v i deo ­
taped  s ti mu l u s o thers  us i n g the l AS .  I n  addi ti on , subj e c ts ' degree 
of i den ti f i c ati on an d des i re to affil i ate w i th the s ti mu l i  were 
as s essed .  The gener a l  des i gn was a two -group rati n g comp ar i son 
( F r i e n dl y-Dom i n an t  an d F r i en dl y-Submi s s i ve ,  and more extreme an d 
l es s  extreme ) across  two st imu l u s con diti on s ,  Hos ti l e -Dom i n an t  an d 
Hos ti l e - Submi s s i ve .  There were sever al  f i n din gs and i n terpreta­
ti on s were forwarded .  E x treme subjec ts as s i gned  higher , more ex treme 
r ati n gs to bo th the s ti mu l i  th an di d l ess  extreme subjects .  More 
extreme or i n terper son a l l y  r i g i d in di v i du al s  may i n terpret other s ' 
behav i or as more extreme th an do f l ex i b l e  i n di v i du a l s .  S ubjec ts 
as s i gned  the mos t  ex treme rati n gs  to th e s ti mu l u s whose beh av i or was 
oppos i te of the i r  own on th e I n terperson a l  C i rc l e . I t  may be th at 
s u b j e c ts respo n de d  w i th extreme ratings  to the s ti mu l u s who greatl y  
e p i tomi zed the i mpres s i on they e n deavor to avo i d. F r i en dl y-Submi s s i ve 
s ub jec ts in di c ate d  a preferenc e  for i den ti fy i n g  an d aff i l i ati n g  with 
the Hos ti l e -Subm i s s i ve s ti mu l u s ,  wh i l e Fr i en dl y- Dom i n an t  subjects 
i n di c ate d l i ttl e preference between th e two s ti mu l i .  Fr i en dl y­
Subm i s s i ve subjec ts apparen tly were more sen s i ti ve to the ro l e  deman ds 
for cooper ati v e  beh av i or i n heren t i n  a co unse l i n g - type sti mu l us 
s i tu ati on th an were F r i en dl y-Domi n an t  s ubjects .  Less  extreme s ubjects 
r a te d  the H o s ti l e -Dom i n an t  s ti mu l u s as mor e  extreme th an they rate d  
the Hos ti l e -Submi s s i ve s ti mu l u s ,  wh i l e more extreme subjects di ffered 
l i ttl e in  the i r  r a ti n gs  of the two st imu l i .  I t  is  l i k e l y  th at l es s  
e x treme, f l ex i b l e  i n di v i du a l s  are more respons i ve to c h an ges i n  
s i tu ati on a l  con te x ts th an are mo r e  r i g i d i n di v i du al s .  Over a l l ,  the 
res u l ts s u p po r t  the a s ser ti on th at  s e l f - des c r i p ti ons and des cr i p ti on s  
o f  o th er s  are sys temati c a l l y- r e l ate d, as we l l  as prov i di n g  suppor t 
for the need to atten d to tra i ts ,  s i tu ati on s ,  an d then i n terac ti ons  i n  
the s tu dy of i n terper son a l  beh av i or .  
Ch apter I 
Rev i ew of the L i terature 
I n trod u c ti on 
The presen t s tudy exami ned the effec ts of perce i ver i n terperso n a l  
s tyl e o n  percepti on o f  the i n terpersona l  s ty l es o f  o ther s .  I n  th i s  
c h apter , the fo l l ow i n g  po i n ts w i l l  be addressed : ( 1 )  I n ter per son a l  
behav i or i s  i nf l uenced by the i n teracti on of tr a i ts and s i tu ati on s . 
Beh av i or a l  pred i c ti on s  w i l l  i n crease  i n  acc uracy i f  i n d i v i du a l  pre ­
d i spos i ti ons are con s i dered i n  terms of spec i f i c  s i tu ati ons l i ke l y  to 
i n terac t w i th tr a i ts .  ( 2 )  There i s  theoreti c a l  and emp i r i c a l  con ­
vergence on two under l y i ng d i men s i ons of i n terper sona l  behav i or ,  s tatu s  
and aff i l i a ti on . ( 3 )  A c i rcump l ex mOd e l  or i g i n ated w i th Leary ( 1 957 ) 
and expan ded by o thers  prov i des a framework to tes t  i n terac ti on al 
hypo theses . Th i s  mode l  uti l i zes  orthogon a l  d imen s i on s  of s tatus  and 
aff i l i a ti on to make pred i c ti ons abou t  how i n d i v i d u a l s  are l i k e l y  to 
i n terac t w i th o thers .  Mo s t  pre d i c ti on s  have rema i ned  un tes ted . 
( 4 )  I n adequate i n ves ti g a ti ve atte n ti on h as been g i ven to the r o l e  of  
percepti o n s  i n  i n f l uenc i ng j u d gmen ts abo u t  others .  The c i r c ump l ex mod e l  
prov i des a conceptu a l  framewor k  to exami ne the ro l e  o f  perce p ti on a s  i t  
i nf l uences  i n terperson a l  tr ans ac ti on s . ( 5 )  F i n a l l y ,  by con s i der i n g  
ex i s ti ng research  f i nd i ng s  on the person a l i ty tr a i t, Need for Approv a l , 
i t  w i l l  be shown th at  the c i r c ump l ex mod e l  can acc o u n t  for i n d i v i d u a l  
percepti on s ,  l i k e l y  s i tu a ti ona l  i n terac ti on s ,  and l e ad to pred i c ti ons o f  
pr ac ti c a l  as we l l  a s  theoreti c a l  i mpor tance . 
B ac kground  and  Overv i ew 
Per son percept ion  refers  to the process  by- wh i c h we perce i ve or 
i nfer the psyc ho l og i c a l  c h arac ter i s ti cs of o th er peop l e ,  i n c l ud i ng the i r 
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i n tenti on s ,  atti tudes , emo ti on s ,  i deas , ab i l i ti es ,  tra i ts ,  and per ­
cepti on s .  The percepti on of o thers i s  i n f l uenced by the i n terac ti ons 
among  th ree fac tor s :  ( 1 )  attr i bu tes of the stimu l us person , ( 2 )  the 
n ature of the i n teracti on s i tuati on ,  and ( 3 )  the c harac ter i s ti cs  of th e 
perce i ver ( Tag i u r i , 1 969 ) . A component  of the th i rd fac tor , perc e i ver 
person a l i ty ,  i s  ass umed to p l ay a cruc i a l ro l e .  The common l y  he l d  
b e l i ef th at who we are ,  and what type of per son a l i ty we hav e ,  i n f l uences  
wh at we  th i nk of o thers  i s  rare l y  ques ti oned , and  even more r ar e l y  
subjec ted to sys temati c tes ti n g  by psyc ho l o g i c a l  researchers . L i ttl e i s  
known of the r e l ati on s h i p  of perc e i ver person a l i ty to j ud gmen ts of 
o ther s . 
The  s tudy of  person percepti on i s  a form i dab l e  task .  Progress  mos t  
eff i c i ent ly  occurs  w i th atte n ti on to pro b l ems i n vo l v i ng i n ter ac ti on s  
amo n g  person a l i ty ,  s i tu ati on a l , and percept ion  var i ab l es ( Sh r au ger & 
A l trocch i ,  1 964 ) . T h u s ,  for an accur ate and fu l l  unders tand i ng of 
person percepti on , theory , and research  me thods , and mea s u remen ts mus t  
f a i thfu l l y represent the comp l ex i ty of the area ( J ack son & Mes s i c k ,  
1 963 ) . I n  the pages th at fo l l ow,  a con te x t  w i l l  be presented to under ­
s tand contr ad i ctory conc l u s i on s  i n  p sycho l ogy abou t  persona l i ty i n  
percep.ti v e  proces ses . 
H i s tor i c a l l y ,  there h av e  been two ma i n  br anc h e s  i n  th i s  area  of 
psycho l o g i c a l  res earc h .  The f i r s t  m ay be termed the tr a i t approac h ,  an d 
the secon d ,  the s i tu ati o n a l  appro ac h .  Researchers  from the tr a i t 
tr ad i ti on have been exper i men ta l  p sycho l og i s ts and c l i n i c i ans who h av e  
been mo s t  con cerned w i th theoreti c a l  con s tr u c ts o f  per son a l i ty ;  they 
h ave  foc u s ed on i nd i v i d u al d i fferences to accoun t  for v ar i ati on i n  
beh av i or . They m i gh t  b e  v i ewed as as k i n g  the q ues ti on ,  " How d o  peo p l e 
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di f fer from one ano ther g i ven the s ame s i tuat  i o n ? "  Researchers who have 
ado p ted a s i tu ati ona l  appro ach are frequen tl y  soc i a l psycho l og i s ts .  To 
u n der s tan d sources of beh av i o r a l  var i an c e ,  they have s tudi e d  how 
i n di v i du a l s m i ght  respond across di fferent e n v i ronme n ts or when 
presen ted  w i th v ary i n g  s ti mu l i .  Psyc ho l og i s ts from the s i tu a ti on a l  
approac h  c an b e  pres e n ted as ask i ng the ques ti on ,  " On the who l e , how do 
peop l e  reac t di f feren tl y across  var i ous  s i tuati on s ? "  ( c . f . , Cron bac h ,  
196 6 ). 
Mos t  psyc ho l og i s ts are now i n  genera l  agreemen t th at  the tr a i t 
versus  s i tu a ti on argument  i s  a p seudo - i s s ue  ( e . g . , B l as s , 1977). 
Accou n ti n g  for more  of the beh av i or a l  var i ance an d prov i di ng greater 
predi c ti ve power th an e i th er a l on e ,  the i n terac ti on of i n di v i du a l 
di f ferences an d s i tu a ti on a l  v ar i ab l es i s  ac know l e dged as the mos t  
fru i tf u l  i n ves ti g a ti ve p a th ( e . g . ,  A l ker , 1972 ;  Bern, 1972;  Bowers , 1973 ; 
E k e h ammer , 197 4 ;  En dl er ,  1973;  En dl er & Magn u s son , 1976 ). However , a 
per u s a l  of c urrent l i terature reve a l s  th at mos t  theor i s ts an d 
i nv e s ti gators  s ti l l  f avor one or the other of the two v i ewpo i n ts .  For 
i n ter ac ti on a l  i s ts ,  the prob l em i s  o f ten not "wh a t" to s tu dy ,  b u t  " how"  
to s tu dy i t. One res e archer ( M i s c h e l , 1973)  h as note d  tha t  the re l ati v e  
i mpor tance o f  i n di v i du a l  di fferences w i l l  depen d on the s i tu ati on 
s e l ec te d, the type of behav i o r  assessed, the par ti c u l ar i n di v i du a l  
di fferences s amp l e d, a n d  the purpo s es o f  assessment.  Research  i n  h uman 
behav i or i s  comp l ex ,  an d the ch a l l enge is to de term i ne the bes t  me thod  
to spec i fy and sys temati c a l l y  s tu dy the i n terac ti on . 
Sc i en ti f i c  un ders tan di n g  u s u a l l y  i s  pre di c tab l e  i n  i ts course ; 
typ i c a l l y  the progress i on i s  from observ ati on s ,  to concepts ,  to 
con s tr u c ts ,  to theory,  to spec i f i c  hypo thes i s - te s ti ng ,  to i n ferences , 
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to mod i f i c at i o n s ,  and i de a l l y  then to acc urate  pred i c t i on and con t ro l of 
even t s .  Kau l an d Bedn ar ( 19 78 ) note t h at what i s  often not not i ced of 
t h e  sc i en t i f i c  process  i s  the rec i proca l  nat ure of theory and ob ser ­
v at i on .  Theory i s  generated from observat i on s ,  but  i t  a l so determ i nes 
what other ob servat i on s  wi l l  be made . They suggest  t h at i t  i s  th i s  
conceptua l  i n adequ acy wh i ch i s  c h ar acter i s t i c  of research today .  W i t h i n  
a s l i gh t l y  d i f feren t context , al t hough  st i l l  re l ev an t  to the current  
prob l em ,  Meeh l ( 1 954 ) a l l udes to the d i fference between someone who 
ascert a i n s  re l at i onsh i ps between events  by random l y  " pu s h i n g  but ton s "  
and t hen watch i ng t he o u t come , and another who cou l d  be c a l l ed a 
" s k i l l ed mechan i c . " The  sk i l l ed mec h an i c ,  accord i n g to Wi gg i n s  ( 1 97 3 ) , 
" adopts  a ' t roub l e -shoot i n g ' approach to t he prob l em .  On the  b as i s  of a 
re l at i v e l y  sma l l n umber of carefu l l y chosen button  presses , he at t empts  
to  arr i ve at  a hypot hes i s  concern i ng the i n terna l  s t r uc t u r al arran gement 
of  th i s  part i c u l ar box "  ( p .  1 55 ) .  Th i s  an a l o gy i s  part i c u l ar l y  apt for 
t he q u andry in s t udyi ng t he n at ure of i n teract i ons among  i nd i v i d u al 
d i fferences and s i t u at i on s . There i s  a need for h i gher -order schem a  to 
gu i de i n ves t i gat i on s - -theor i es to be j udged on t he i r  heur i st i c v a l ue for 
gener at i ng hypot he s i s -test i n g .  W i t h  such maps to gu i de the v i ew ,  there 
w i l l  be access  to more t h an rough probab a l i st i c re l at i on s h i ps and we 
w i l l  h ave  " s tructur a l -dyn am i c  hypotheses "  ( W i gg i n s ,  1 9 7 3 ) whose  acc u r acy 
w i l l  more c l o se l y  approx i mate t he next l eve l  in sc i ence . I n  person 
percept i on ,  as in  other  areas  of psyc ho l ogy,  there i s  a c a l l for 
t heoret i c al pro pos a l s  to unders t an d , or gan ize ,  and test  t he per s i s t e n t  
emergency of i n t er act i ons  amon g t he  j u d ge ,  the  st i mu l u s per son , t h e  
contex t ,  t he c h aracter i s t i cs t o  b e  j udge d ,  a n d  t h e  met hodo l o gy ( T ag i u r i , 
1 969 ) . Researchers  have  been urged to move  beyond a " s h ot g u n "  approach  
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to d i s cover i n g  emp i r i c a l  re l at i on sh i ps among  beh av i or a l  events . I n  the 
doma i n  of person a l i ty researc h ,  Go l dberg ( 1 9 7 1 ) h as observed t h at 
dev i ces to measure  person a l i ty con structs  have more often resu l ted from 
soc i a l press ures t h an from constructs  s uggested by theor i es .  Furt her , 
W i gg i n s  ( 1 980 ) s t ates  th at whether or not con struct s are re l ated to one 
another i s  often not der i ved from theoret i c al con s i derat i on s ,  b ut " . . .  
by an author ' s  read i ng of the ze i tge i s t i n  terms of frequency w i t h  whic h 
t he n ames of the constructs  h ave appeared i n  t i t l es of journ al  art i c l es 
d ur i n g the  year"  ( p .  2 86 ) . The need for i n tegrat i ve ,  conceptu a l  mode l s  
i s  i l l u s t rated viv i d l y  in the pref ace of  London an d Exner ' s  (1978) book 
wh i c h presen t s  research  on the major d i men s i on s  of per sonal i t y .  
Apo l oget i c a l l y, t h e  ed i tors note t h at t he organ i zat i on o f  the book was 
not gu i ded by any more soph i s t i c ated  a scheme of "c l as s i f i c at i on "  than 
by arr an g i ng the  c h apters in a l phabet i c al order . 
I n  the  pres ent  study ,  i t  i s  as s umed t h at the  best  taxonom i e s for 
generat i ng testab l e  hypotheses  w i l l  be those t h at are i n herent ly  i n ter­
ac t i on a l . These  are  concept u a l  sc hemes th at not  on l y  spec i fy 
re l at i on s h i ps among  t r a i t s , or pred i ct organ i zed c l as s es of s i t u at i on s ,  
b ut the  be st  heur i s t i c  too l s  w i l l  e l u c i d ate  and pred i ct the i n ter act i on 
of  s pec i f i ed tra i t s w i th l i ke l y  s i t u a t i ona l  v ar i ab l es .  Unfortun ate l y , 
few research  effort s  have been d i rected so far at generat i n g and testin g 
s u c h  t axonom i e s  ( W i ggins , 1 980 ) .  
The f i rst  step  i n  b u i l d i n g an interac t i ona l system en t ai l s art i c u ­
l at i on o f  an ex i s t i ng concept u a l i z at i on o f  i n terperson a l  t r a i t  researc h . 
Gu i l ford ( 1 959 ) s ays , " a  tr a i t  i s  any d i s t i ngu i s h ab l e ,  re l at i ve l y  
endur i n g  way i n  wh i ch o n e  i nd i v i d u al d i ffers from ot her s "  ( p .  6 ) .  
W i gg i n s  ( 1 9 79 ) notes  t h at tr a i t  re s e arch , or the  d i s covery of ways th at 
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peo p l e d i ffer from one another , c an be c l assi f i ed a l ong  many d i mensi ons,  
i nc l ud i n g : ( 1 )  i nterper sona l  behavi o r , ( 2 )  att i t udes,  ( 3 )  be l i efs, 
(4 ) cogn i t i ve styl es, ( 5 )  defensi ve styl es, and ( 6 )  affec t .  Mo st 
st ud i es in such  research h a ve i dent i f i ed an i nd i vi d ua l  d i fference 
var i ab l e , concept ua l i zed it in terms of i t s  presen ce  or absence  and i t s  
assoc i at i on t o  other var i ab l es of i nt erest (e.g., dogmat i sm and 
re l i g i ou s  be l i efs,  or l oc u s  of contro l and at tr i but i ons  of causa l i ty ) . 
Noteworthy ,  however , i s  t he b i po l ar i ty ,  un i d i mensi on a l i ty ,  " how muc h ? "  
and " e i ther-or"  nature  o f  these tr a i t s  d i scovered and st ud i ed i n  
i so l at i on from one another . For examp l e ,  a researcher may ask where 
a l o n g  the si n g l e con t i n uum of  i n trover si on and extr aver sion  a gi ven 
i nd i vi d ua l  may be p l aced . Some attempts h ave been made to st udy t he 
re l at i on sh i p  of a tr a i t  w i t h  another tr a i t ,  b u t  often the  l ac k  of a 
concept u a l  b ase for t he compar i son resu l t s i n  a l ac k  of gener a l i z ­
ab i l i t y  o f  the  f i n d i n g s  and further  acc umu l at i on of i so l ated " facts . " 
P syc ho l o g i st s  i n  ro l es of f ac t -f i nders r at h er t h an t h eory deve l o pers and 
t e st er s  create  t he  ten u o u s  posi t i on of havi n g  produced  few st atement s  of 
w i de-rangin g  i mpli c at i on and t r a n ssi t u at i o n a l i t y  ( Forsyth & Strong ,  i n  
press;  Royc e ,  1 9 78 ) . Howe ver , some tr a i t  rese archers  have m ,ade 
p i oneer i ng str i des i n  t he syst emat i c  study of  t r a i t s  in re l at i on to e ac h  
o t her ( e . g. , Eysenc k , 1 96 7 ,  1 9 7 0 ,  1 9 7 3 ;  Royce" 1 9 7 7 a , b , c ,  1 9 7 8b ) .  
E ysen c k  ( 1 9 6 7 ) ,  for e x amp l e ,  h as r a i sed creat i ve and i nt erest i ng 
quest i on s  wi t h  h i s work  on or t hogon a l  comb i n at i on of t he  i n d i vi d u a l  
d i fference t r a i ts o f  neurot i sm-norma l cy and i n troversi on -extr aversi on . 
Even t h i s  si m p l e typo l ogy  h as suggest ed syst emat i c  rese arch  hypo -
t h e ses not possi b l e  w i t hout  a p ar ad i gm of  b i po l a� contrast i n g  
var i a b l  es .  
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I n  the doma i n  of i n terperson a l  tr a i t s ,  construct  va l i d i ty i s  al so 
accru i ng for the r i chness  and heur i s t i c v a l ue afforded by s ystemat i c  
s t udy of the re l at i ons hi ps o f  i n terper son a l  i n d i v i d u a l  d i fferences .  
Over t he past 30 or more  year s ,  v ar i ous  theoret i c i ans and researche r s  
have worked i n dependen t l y on l y  t o  recogn i ze more  recen t l y  the 
convergence of t he i r  paths i n  d i scover i es of i nterperson al t axonom i es .  
A l though  often us i n g  d i fferent d i men s i on a l  l abe l s , a c i rcump l e s or radex 
model  has been gener ated by many wr i ters that i dent i f i es orthogon al 
d imen s i on s  portray i n g  soc i a l  an d emot i on a l  out comes of i n terac t i on s . 
Most common l y, theor i s ts s peak of aff i l i at i on and dom i n anc e ;  however, 
the d i men s i on s  have  al so been termed l o ve and status,  aff i l i at i on and 
autonomy, re l at i onsh i p congruence and power, etc.  Advoc ates of these or  
s i m i l ar mod e l s i n c l ude  Adams,  1 964 ; Benj am i n ,  1 9 74 ; Carson,  1 969 ; Foa  
and Foa, 1 9 74 ; Freedman, et  a l . ,  19 5 1 ;  K i e s l er,  1982 a ;  Le ary, 1 957 ; 
Mc Lemor e and Benj am i n ,  1 9 79 ; Schaefer, 1 9 5 9 ; Stro n g, et a l . ,  1 982 ; and 
W i gg i n s ,  1 9 79 .  Such convergence i n  research may be v i ewed as a p l ea fo r 
i n tegrat i ve concept u a l  mode l s  an d use  of exp l i c i t  structur a l  theor i es i n  
research  ( W i gg i n s ,  1980 ) .  I n  addi t i on to t he many aforement i oned 
advoc at e s ,  others  hav e  expanded the c i rcump l ex mode l  and even extended 
it  to  other doma i n s of person a l i ty researc h ( e . g . ,  Bec k er & Krug, 1 964 ; 
Homan s ,  1 96 1 ;  R i nn ,  1965 ; Schaefer, 1 9 59; St ern,  1 9 70 ) . 
An i mpres s i ve concept u a l  a p p l i c at i on of the c i r c ump l ex rnodel  t o  
i n terperson a l  tr a i t  research i s  presen ted by Wi gg i n s  (1 9 7 9 ,  1 980 , 1982 ) .  
He notes t hat s ummar i es of exper i mental and p s yc hometr i c  person a l i ty 
research ( e . g . ,  Byrne, 1974 ; B l a ss ,  1 9 7 7 ;  London & Exner,  1 9 78 ) a l l too 
frequent l y  have resorted to t he " a l phabet i c a l " -structural mode l  i n  
organ i zin g the l i t er at ure . Further,  s i nce  muc h  of thi s research i s  
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i nterperson a l  i n  natur e ,  i t  makes both conceptua l  and heur i st i c  sen se to 
construe such research in the c i r cump l ex framework .  Wi gg i n s ( 1 980 ) 
says , 
I f  noth i ng e l se ,  the  c i rcump l ex mode l  of i n terperson a l  
behav i or i s  b ased on a systemat i c  t heoret i c a l  framework 
t h at prov i des  a coherent rat i on a l e  for expect in g  a 
def i n i te pattern of re l at i on s h i ps to ex i st among i n d i c an t s  
of  persono l og i c a l  con struct s .  S u c h  a framework m i ght 
post u l ate t h at some constructs  ( e . g . , power and 
ach i evement ) are so c l o se l y  re l ated as to be near l y  
i nter c h an geab l e .  Other constructs  ( e . g . , mach i ave l l i an ­
i sm and i nt erperson a l  trust ) are conceptu a l  oppo s i tes  
t h at sho u l d  be  negat i ve l y  r e l ated . St i l l  ot her constructs  
( e . g . , domi n ance  and  nuturance ) wou l d  be  expected to  be 
v i rt u a l l y  unre l ated ( p .  2 8 7 ) .  
On both  theoret i c a l  and emp i r i c a l  grounds , Wi gg i n s  ar gues for the 
eff i c acy of the  c i r cump l ex mode l  for hypothes i z i ng i nterre l at i on sh i ps of  
v ar i ab l e s i dent i f i ed i n  exper i me n t a l  person a l i ty res e arch .  H i s 
c i rc ump l ex mode l  con t a i ns descr i pt i ve v ar i ab l es t h at are , " ' eq u a l l y  
s p aced ' around  the  c i rc l e  ( and ) ref l ec t s  the  extent to wh i c h the  
emp i r i c a l  v ar i ab l es s at i s fy t he cond i t i on t h at corre l at i ons in  the  m i nor 
d i agon a l s are equ a l  to each  other"  ( p .  2 6 7 ) .  H i s mOd e l  i s  presented  i n  
F i gure 1 .  App l i ed t o  i n terpersona l  tr a i t s ,  h e  a l so hypothes i zes 
re l at i on sh i ps amon g d i men s i on s  of person a l i ty res e ar c h . These proposed  
i nterre l at i on s h i ps are  shown i n  F i gure 2 .  
I t  i s  con s i s tent  w i t h  i n ter act i o n a l  as s umpt i on s  to pro pose  th at 
i nd i v i du a l  d i fferences of many k i nd s  ( e . g . , i n terpersona l  tr a i t s ,  
cogn i t i ve styl e s , affec t s ,  defen s i ve styl e s , etc . ) m i ght  be or gan i zed 
around each  i nd i v i d u a l ' s  soc i a l and emot i on a l  cons t r u a l  of the wor l d; 
and  to th i s  constru i n g of tr a i t s  ano t her  d i men s i on m i ght  be added  of 
f l ex i b i l i ty and adapt i veness  of a g i v en person ' s  constr u a l . F urther  
i t  i s  emp i r i c a l l y  feas i b l e  to  cons i der  a cert a i n  c at egory of i n d i v i d u a l  
1 0  
a i fferences,  for ex amp l e, defen s i ve styl es ,  and use the c i rcump l ex 
mode l  to gener ate and test systemat i c  pred i ct i ons . Th i s  c i rc u l ar 
order i n g  of one type of i n d i v i d u a l  d i fference char acter i s t i c  cou l a  
t hen be used effec t i ve l y  to make add i t i on al pred i c t i o ns abo ut how 
th i s tr a i t  i n teracts  w i t h  spec i f i ed s i t uat i on s  to produce a g i ven 
behav i o r .  
The need for taxonom i e s  an d c l as s i f i c at i ons  o f  s i t u at i on s  
( versus  t r a i t s ) has been addressed b y  many ( e.g . ,  Freder i k sen ,  1972 ; 
Krause,  1�7 0 ;  Se l l s , 1963 ) .  Some researchers have  con s i dered 
e s sent i a l c haracter i s t i cs of s uch a t axonomy and some have attempted 
c l as s i f i c at i on s  of s i t u at i o n s  ( Ast i n , 1 96 3 ; Ek ehammer, 1 9 74 ; hemp­
hi l l ,  1 9 59 ; Se l l s , 1 9 63 ) .  It rema i n s for emp i r i c al study to con f i rm 
or deny the act u a l  pred i ct i v e power of ex i st i ng s i t u at i on a l  t axono ­
m i es .  Cons i stent w i th  t he n at ure of sc i ent i f i c revo l ut i on s  ( Kuhn, 
1 9 70 ) ,  the usefu l ne s s  and gene r a l i z ab i l i ty of such  c l as s i f i c at i ons  
w i l l  be  a i ded by  a gu i d i ng t heoret i c al framework .  The pos s i b i l i t i e s 
s uggested by system at i c  order i n g of tra i t s  may be a he l pf u l  too l  
when u s ed i n  t he s er v i ce of person X s i t u at i on i n teract i on al 
pred i ct i on s . 
To summar i ze,  the ze i tge i st i n  cont empor ary psyc ho l ogy has been 
on acc umu l at i on of obser v at i ons and d at a .  E x p l i c i t  attempts are needed 
to  under s t an d  and ex p l a i n  what emp i r i c a l  observ at i ons  y i e l o  ( Royce & 
Powe l l ,  1�8 3 ) .  I n  part i c u l ar,  l i tt l e  i s  k nown of t he re l at i on shi ps 
t hat tr a i t s hav e  as i dent i f i ed in l i terature on i n d i v i d u a l  d i fferences ,  
or  of  t he re l at i on s h i p  of t r a i t s  to  s i t u at i ons i n  whi ch t hey may be 
d i fferent i a l l y m an i fested . 
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H i stor i c a l  Convergence on D i mensi ons  of Se l f  and Other E v a l uat i on 
The concept of se l f  h as become centra l  i n  more recent research . A 
v ar i ety of phenomen a ( e . g . , person percept i on ,  mora l i ty and prosoc i a l 
act i on ,  cogn i t i ve consi stency,  processes of c h an ge i n  psychotherapy, and 
reac t i on s  to success and fa i l ure ) are consi dered by theor i sts  to ref l ec t  
t h e  i nd i v i d u a l ' s  attempt t o  ach i eve or ma i nt a i n  a part i c u l ar se l f -v i ew 
( see e . g . , Stron g & C l a i born , 1 982 ; Val  l acher , 1 980 ) . Many accounts  of 
the process of se l f -ref l ec t i on agree on t he b as ic  prem i se t h at an 
i nd i v i d u a l  i s  aware of h i mse l f  or herse l f  on l y  bec ause other peo p l e  are 
aware of t he i nd i v i d ua l , or h ave been i n  the past ( e . g . ,  Coo l ey ,  1 902 ; 
Duv a l  & W i c k l u nd , 1 9 7 2 ; Goffman , 1 9 59 ; James, 1 890 ; Mead , 1 934 ; Rogers,  
19 5 1 ;  Su l l i v an , 194 7 ) .  
There i s  amp l e  ev i dence  t h at un l i k e  other an i ma l s, human be i n gs  
come to contro l  t h e i r  i mpu l ses and  to  i n h i b i t concerns  for i mmed i ate  
gr at i f i c at i on out  of concern  about  se l f -ev a l u at i on rather  t h an act i n g  
so l e l y out o f  fears of p un i shment ( see e . g . ,  W i c k l und & Frey , 1980 ) . 
Se l f -contro l and de l ay of gr at i f i c at i o n  are acqu i red dur i ng dev e l op­
ment and  soc i a l i z at i o n .  As  perspect i ves of  others are i ntern a l i zed , 
an i nd i v i d u a l  l e ar n s  to eva l u at e  the  desi r ab i l i ty of h i s  0: her 
i mpu l ses ,  goa l s, and w i shes .  By adu l thood , most i nd i v i du a l s  are 
more or l e ss exempt from the psyc ho l og i c a l  l aws th at d i c tate the 
behav i or of l ower an i ma l s .  They h ave l e arned to moderate beh av i o r 
based on ev a l u at i o n s  of what i s  consi dered to be appropr i ate and 
good ( Va l  l acher , 1980 ) . Mon i tor i ng and se l f -ev a l u at i on are l earned 
processes that  are often hab i t u a l  and automat i c .  In  fac t , i nt e n se 
negat i ve se l f -ev a l u at i ons  stemm i ng from r i g i d  se l f -contro l  and g u i l t  
abou t  i mpu l ses  and des i res frequen t l y  c h ar ac t er i ze neutor i c  
1 2  
behav i o r .  
Accord i n g  to Va l l ac her ( 1 980 ) , two themes may be con s i dered 
part i c u l ar ly s a l i ent in se l f -e v a l uat i on:  ( 1 )  competence and ( 2 )  
mor a l i ty .  Regard i ng competence,  human s c l ear l y  can be char acter i zed by 
a mot i v at i on to estab l i sh a cont i n gency between act i ons and outcome s - - a  
tendency t o  str i ve t o  affect the env i ronment . Competence mot i v at i on i s  
refl ected i n  p l ay, c ur i o s i ty, and ex p l or at i on .  I t  a l so accounts  for a 
n umber of se l f -ev a l u at i ve d i men s i ons  such  as i n te l l i gence,  effort,  
i n gen u i ty, t a l ent,  and  power . Th i s  concept is  centra l  to  many 
psyc ho l og i c a l  pers pec t i ves  ( Ber l yne,  1 960 ; deCharms , 1 968 ; Dec i ,  1 97 5 ;  
Ke l l y, 1 9 72 ;  Mas l ow,  1 9 54 ; Se l i gman , 1 9 7 5 ; Whi te,  1 9 59 ) .  The second  
t heme, mor a l i ty, may be  con s i dered the i n tern a l i z at i on of i n terperson a l  
s t and ard s .  Mor a l i ty i s  ref l ected i n  human preoccu p at i on w i t h  
cooper at i on,  fa i r p l ay, j u s t i ce ,  grat i t ude,  courtesy, rec i proc i ty, 
prosoc i a l behav i or,  and a l tru i sm .  Concern w i th ma i n t a i n i ng a s e l f ­
def i n t i on of mor a l i ty m ay often overr i de tendenc i es t o  seek i mmed i ate  
rewards or grat i f i c at i on ( e . g . ,  a l tru i st i c behav i or,  or avo i d ance o f  
c heat i ng behav i ors ) . 
V a l l ac her  notes that competence an d mor a l i ty are c l ose l y  i nter ­
re l ated . A person w ho i s  seen as cooper at i ve and f a i r, for ex amp l e, 
engenders greater trust  than someone  who i s  perce i ved as compet i t i ve and 
dev i ou s . The cooperat i ve and f a i r  person i s , t herefor e ,  i n  a bett er 
po s i t i on to exert soc i a l  i n f l uence i n  the form of i n ter per son a l  
competenc e .  Accord i ng t o  V a l l ac her and  So l od k y  ( 1 9 79 ) ,  many conf l i c t s  
i n  d a i l y  l i fe represent strugg l e s to ma i n t a i n se l f -ev a l u at i ons  of 
competency and mor a l i ty .  For ex amp l e, a studerrt ' s  dec i s i on to c he at o r  
not  che at o n  an ex am he o r  s he i s  i l l -prepared for ref l e c t s  a con f l i c t  
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between appear i n g competent ,  but  behav i n g  i mmor a l l y  ( c heat i n g )  and 
behav i ng mor a l l y , b ut appear i ng i ncompetent ( not cheat i ng ) .  
There i s  l i t t l e  doubt  that the two bas i c  d i men s i ons  l ab e l ed 
competency and mor a l i ty by Va l l acher are i n deed perv as i ve i nterperso n a l  
constructs . A l t hough  d i f ferent d i men s i on a l  l abe l s are frequen t l y  
empl oye d ,  a v ar i ety o f  otherw i se d i vergent t heoret i c al or i ent at i ons i n  
research ( e . g . ,  person a l i ty ,  person percept i o n , and i nd i v i d u a l  behav i or 
i n  i nterpersona l  and group s i t u at i on s ) and emp i r i c al approaches of s t udy 
( e . g . , stud i e s  emp l oy i n g  factor an a l yses , mu l t i d i men s i on a l  sc a l i n g ,  and 
an a l ys i s  of v ar i ance mode l s )  converge on at l e ast two re l ev ant 
d i men s i on s  in  i nterperson a l  behav i or .  These  d i men s i o n s  are var i o u s l y  
l abe l ed " equ a l -unequ a l , "  " domi n ance-subm i s s i on , "  " autonomy-contro l , " or  
" power " for  t he f i rst  d i men s i on ;  and " l ove-hate , "  " s oc i ab i l i ty , " 
" affect i on , "  or " po s i t i v e-negat i ve i n t erperson al d i s po s i t i on "  for t he 
second d i men s i on ( c . f . , Ba l e s ,  1 9 7 0 ;  Fo a ,  1 96 1 ; Schr auger & A l trocchi , 
1 9 6 4 ;  S chu t z , 1 9 5 8 ;  Strong & C l a i born , 1982 ; T ag i ur i , 1 969 ; W i gg i n s ,  
1 980; Wi s h ,  Deut sch ,  & K ap l an ,  1 9 76 ) . 
The C i rc umpl ex Mod e l  
The c i r c ump l ex mode l , i ntroduced ear l i er ,  i s  advoc ated by m any 
s eek i ng concept u a l  organ i z at i on for  t he f i nd i ng t hat t here are  two  
d imen s i on s  of  spec i a l i mpor t an c e  i n  se l f  and ot her ev a l u at i on s .  F i gure  
1 presents  a t wo -d i men s i on al represen t at i on of i nterpersona l  behav i or i n  
whi c h  t he v ar i ab l es are arr an ged i n  a c i r c u l ar fas hi on . A l t h o u g h  there 
are act u a l ly 16 v ar i ab l es pres ented ( e . g . ,  amb i t i o u s  ( P ) ,  dom i n ant  ( A ) ,  
arrogant  ( B ) , etc . ) ,  for con ven i en c e  they hav e  been " co l l apsed "  i nt o  
e i g ht c ategor i e s ( e . g . ,  amb i t i o u s -dom i n an t  ( P A) , arrogant - c a l c u l at i ng 
( BC ) ,  etc . ) ( W i gg i n s ,  1 98 2 ) . An ass umpt i on of thi s mod e l  i s  that t he 
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order i ng o f  re l at i on s hi ps  among  the var i ab l es i s  c i rc u l ar - -an order 
w i thout beg i n n i ng or end ( Gu ttman , 1954 ) .  However , v ar i ab l es l oc ated  
oppo s i te to each ot her are con s i dered b i po l ar contrasts  ( e . g . , co l o­
q u arre l some i s  the o ppo s i te of warm-agree ab l e ) . Theo r i sts  mo st 
frequen t l y  refer to the two d i men s i on s  res pon s i b l e  for the c i rc u l ar 
order i ng as aff i l i at i on and dom i n an c e .  E ach  of the i n terperson al 
v ar i ab l es in F i gure 1 thu s  represent a part i c u l ar b l end i n g  of 
aff i l i at i on and dom i n an c e .  
I n  the  sec t i on s  that fo l l ow ,  a br i ef descr i pt i on w i l l  b e  g i ven of 
t he hi s tory and deve l o pment of t he c i rcump l ex mode l ,  and t hen i t s 
d i verse theoret i c a l  uses  w i l l  be con s i dered . 
H i s tory and Dev e l o pment . W i gg i n s  ( 1 982 ) prov i des a comprehen s i ve 
rev i ew of the  deve l opment of the c i rcump l ex mo d e l ; some hi ghl i g ht s  are 
presented here . I n  1 9 5 7 ,  L eary pub l i s h ed a l an dmark boo k ,  I n ter­
person a l  D i agnos i s  o f  Person a l i ty ,  that summar i zed and e l abor ated upon 
ear l i er i n vest i gat i ons  by L eary and h i s  c o l l eagues at the  K a i ser 
Fou n d at i on Hosp i t a l  in  O a k l and  ( F reedman , Leary , Ossor i o ,  & Coffey,  
1 95 1 ; L aForge ,  Leary,  N a bo i se k ,  Coffey , & Freedman , 1954;  L aForge & 
Suczek , 1 955 ) . Leary sought  to ope r at i on a l i ze S u l l i v an ' s  ( 1 947 ) i nter­
per s o n a l  t h eory .  Due to t he i mp act o f  L e ary ' s  ( 1 9 5 7 )  boo k ,  t he system 
of i n t erperson a l  d i angos i s  deve l oped  by the  K a i ser  Grou p  has gener a l l y  
become k nown as " t h e  L e ary Sys tem . " T he Ka i ser  Group was i nterested i n  
i n terperson a l  i n terac t i on s  i n  sma l l gro u p s  bot h  i n  an d out of 
psyc h i atr i c  set t i ng s .  They generat ed a descr i pt i ve l an g u age t o  
summar i ze i n t erperson a l  behav i o r .  S i xteen  categor i es were u l t i mate l y  
s e l ected t o  s u b s ume t he gener al i n terpersona l  mot i v at io n s . The grou p  
t hen  dec i ded  that the str u c t u r a l  arr an gement  of these  1 6  v ar i ab l e s 
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cou l d  best be represented as a c i rcu l ar order i n g  around  ort hogon a l  axes 
of dom i n ance and aff i l i at i on .  Of the dec i s i on t hat was to create 
repercu s s i on s ,  L aForge ( 1 97 7 )  l ater rec a l l ed that the dec i s i on 
refl ected , " . . .  a c l ose-fought b at t l e  w i th emp i r i ca l  fac t ,  not l ofty 
con s i derat i on s  of l o g i c a l  symmetry, produced the 1 6  c ategor i e s "  ( p .  8 ) . 
Leary ( 1 9 5 7 ) u sed t he system for assessment of c l  i n i c al and i n ter­
per son a l  d i agnos i s  and  emp l oyed var i o u s  d i agnost i c  i n s trument s  to  def i ne 
severa l  " l eve l s " of person a l i ty .  At l eve l I ,  an MMP I , soc i omet r i c  
rat i ngs , r at i n gs by psycho l og i s t s , and a s i t u a t i on test are used to 
s u p p ly  an i n ter persona l  d i agnos i s  of t he " pub l i c  se l f . "  At l eve l  I I ,  
t he I nt er person a l  C heck  L i s t ( a  se l f -rat i n g  i n strumen t )  i s  used to 
prov i de t he " consc i ous  l eve l . "  At l eve l  I I I ,  proj ect i ve me as ures 
prov i de the " pr i v at e  l e v e l . "  Leve l I V  i s  measured wi t h  the M'-1P I and  
termed , " l eve l  of t he unexpressed . "  Leve l  V ,  me asured by the  I nter ­
person a l  Check  L i s t ,  was termed l e v e l  of v a l ues  or the "Consc i o u s  I de a l  
Leve l . "  A comp l ete d i agnos i s  of person a l i ty i n c l uded a s i n g l e  po i nt 
d i agno s i s of  person a l i ty type on t he  I nterperso n a l  C i rcle at each of the 
l eve l s  of person a l i ty .  D i screpanc i es i n  d i agnoses among  the l eve l s  of 
person a l i ty wer e  i n terpreted by Leary to ref l ec t  ma l adj u s tment and 
defens es such  as repres s i on ,  d i s p l acement , and precons c i ou s  i de a l ­
i zat i on .  Cr i t i c i sms hav e  s i nce  been ra i sed  aga i n st mu l t i - l ev e l  
d i agnos i s  of person a l i ty for both concept u al and emp i r i c a l reasons .  For 
examp l e ,  i t  has not been demon s t r ated that the Ka i ser Gro up ' s  sys tem of 
1 6  v ar i ab l e s ( l ater co l l apsed i n to oct ants  by L eary ) conforms to a 
c i rcump l ex structure under a l l t he met ho d s  of measurement  ( e . g . , TAT 
meas ures u s ed to assess  t he pr i v ate l eve l ) ( W i g g i n s , 1982 ) .  
However , t he  two mo st i mport ant contr i bu t i on s  of Leary and the  
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Ka i ser Group  ( ref l ected by cont i n u i n g  i n terest ) are perhaps the or i g i n a l  
concept o f  a c i rc u l ar order i ng o f  i n terpersona l  v ar i ab l es, and the 
devel opment of the se l f -report measure of i n terper son a l  behav i or ,  the 
I n terperso n a l  Check  li s t  ( I Cl )  ( laForge & Suczek , 1 9 5 5 ;  leary, 1 95 7 ) .  
The I Cl was des i gned to tap  subjec t s ' consc i o us  l e ve l s of the i r  soc i a l 
behav i or for purposes of person a l i ty d i agnos i s. later research has more 
broad l y  conce i ved of the I Cl as  a se l f -report measure of i n terperso n a l  
styl e .  The I C l  cont a i n s  1 2 8  adject i ves or phrase i tems t hat subj ect s 
rate on a li k ert -type sc a l e  i n d i c at i n g degree of descr i pt i venes s .  
W i gg i n s  ( 1 9 79 )  exten s i ve l y  rev i sed the I Cl t o  more c l os e l y  conform t o  
mathemat i c a l l y  correct c i rc ump l ex propert i e s ,  and he ca l l s  the rev i sed 
form the I n terperson a l  Adj ect i v e  Sc a l e s ( lAS ) .  The lAS w i  11  be 
con s i dered in gre ater det a i l in the next chapter. S i nce the leary 
System, a n umber of other two -d i mens i ona l  measures have been deve l o ped . 
Exce l l ent  e l abor at i on s  and cr i t i ques  of the v ar i o u s  systems are prov i ded 
by K i es l er ( 1 982a ) and W i gg i n s  ( 1 982 ) .  
W i gg i n s  wri tes that the per i od i mmed i at e l y  fo l l ow i n g  pub l i c at i on of 
leary ' s  ( 19 5 7 ) book was c haracter i zed by pro l i ferat i on of two ( or more ) 
d i men s i on a l  mode l s .  ( See Tab l e  1 ) .  I n  sp i te of str i k i n g s i m i l ar i ty of 
conceptu a l i z a t i on s ,  most mode l s  were deve l oped i n dependent l y  of each 
other . Of  those,  the systems of l eary ( 1 95 7 ) ,  Sc haefer ( 1 957 ) ,  Sc hu t z  
( 1 958 ) ,  a n d  Stern ( 1 958 ) bec ame t he mo st we l l -dev e l oped and w i de l y  
u sed . 
T he s i x t i es was a per i od of theoret i c a l  el abor at i on an d i n t e ­
gr at i on . Foa  ( 1 9 6 1 ) wrote o f  the convergence o f  th i n k i ng o n  a common 
parad i gm, forma l i zed the c i rcump l ex mo d e l  i n  terms of an a l yt i c  and 
mathemat i c a l  propert i es s pec i f i ed by Guttman ( 1958 ) ,  and t heo r i zed 
Table 1 
Milestones in the History of Two-Dimensional Models of Interpersonal Behavior (Wiggins, 1982) 
Author(s) 
Freedman et a1. (19 5 1) 
Carter (1954) 
Leary (1957) 
Schaefer (1957) 
Roe (1957) 
Schutz (19 5 8) 
Stern (1958) 
Borgatta et al. (1958) 
Chance (1959) 
Faa (961) 
Slater (1962) 
Lorr & McNair' (1963) 
Becker & Krug (1964) 
Rinn (96 5 )  
Baumrind & Black (1967) 
Bayley (1968) 
Carson (96 9) 
Benjamin (1973) 
Conte (975 )  
Higgins (1979a) 
Kiesler (1979b) 
Subjec ts 
Psychiatric patients 
Small groups 
Psychiatric patients 
}lothers 
Literature reVlew 
College students 
College students 
Small groups 
Families in treatment 
Literature reVlew 
Reported parental behavior 
Therapists ratings of patients 
Ratings of children 
Counselors 
Ratings of children 
Interviews �f adults 
Literature reVlew 
Psych iatric patients 
Judges I similarity ratings 
College st udents 
Co llege students 
Dimension I 
Dominance vs Submission 
Individual Prominence 
Dominance vs Submission 
Control 
Overdemanding vs Casual 
Control 
Achievement Orientation 
Individual Assertiveness 
Active vs Passive 
Dominance vs Submission 
Discipline 
Control 
Emotional Stability 
Dominant vs Submissive 
Stable vs Unstable 
Outward vs Inwar d Orientation 
Dominance vs Submission 
Interdependence 
Dominance vs Sllbmiss ion 
Dominance vs Submission 
Dimension II 
Affiliation vs Hostility 
Sociability 
Love vs Hate 
Hostility 
Loving vs Rejec ting 
Affec t ion 
Emotional Expression 
Sociability 
Positive vs Negative 
Love vs Hostility 
Warmth 
Sociability 
Extraversion 
I-' --.J 
Affectionate vs Critical 
Conforming vs Nonconform� 
Accepting vs Hostile 
Love vs Hate 
Affiliation 
Love vs I!<lte 
Love vs lI.:1te 
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about soc i a l exc hange of i n terperson a l  resources i n  soc i a l i nt erac t i on� .  
Other efforts i n  t he s i xt i es i n c l uded Beck er and  Krug ' s  ( 1 964 ) 
app l i c at i o n of the  model to organ i zat i on of l i terature on rat i n gs of 
chi l dren ,  Lorr and McNa i r ' s  ( 1 965 ) i n t egrat i on of ear l i er work on 
I n t er per so n a l  C i rc l es ,  Ri n n ' s  ( 1 965 ) ext en s i on of the model to non ­
i n terpersona l  doma i n s ,  ana  Carson ' s  ( 1 969 ) theoret i c a l  work t hat def i ned 
i n t erperson a l  behav i o r  an d the c i rc ump l ex mod el as worthy of a broad 
f i e l d  of i n qu i ry in psycho l ogy ( W i gg i n s ,  1982 ) .  
The sevent i es and ear l y  ei g ht i es hav e  been a per i od of further 
el aborat i o n ,  ref i nement , and  ex ten s i on of t he model . Noteworthy 
ex amp l es of such wor k  i n c l ude Ben j am i n ' s  ( 1 9 7 4 )  s tructur a l  an a l ys i s  of 
soc i a l behav i or ,  Conte ' s  ( 19 7 5 )  mu l t i -d i men s i on a l s ca l i n g procedures , 
K i el ser ' s ( 1 979 , 1 982a ) t heor et i c a l  exp l i c at i on s  and measuremen t  of the 
i mpact of i n t er perso n a l  mes sages , Stro n g ,  et a l . ' s ( 1 982 ) app l i c at i on s  
o f  the mod el t o  soc i a 1 psycho l ogy and impres s i o n  man agemen t  theory,  and 
W i gg i n s ' ( 1 9 79 , 1980 ) c l as s i f i c at i on of i n terpersona l  behav i or i n  
rel at i on to  ot her doma i n s  o f  res earch .  
Theoret ic a l  Use i n  St udy of I n d i v i d u a l s and I nt er act i o n s . I n  ord er 
to u n d er s t and t he c i rc ump l ex model as i t  app l i es to i nt er person al 
ayn am i c s ,  some bas i c  as s umpt i on s  of i n t erper son a l  theory wi l l  be 
rev i ewed . The I n t erpersona l  movement ,  as it has come to be c a l l ed ,  
embod i es a d i v erse  group  of c l i n i c i an s  an d researc hers who ar e un i ted on 
a common set of pr i nc i p l es for u nderst ana i ng and predi ct i ng behav i or .  
U s e  of the c i rc ump l ex mod el to exp l a i n  i n trapsyc hi c  and i n ter person a l  
dyn am i c s i s  often assoc i ated w i t h  I n t erpersona l  t heory s i nce i t  was 
devel o ped by L eary and hi s co l l eagues ' attempts  to oper at i on a l i ze 
Su l l i v an ' s  or i g i n al i n t erperson a l  theory . 
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In the recen t l y  pub l i shed Han dbook of I nterpersona l  Psychother apy 
( Anc h i n  & Ki es l er, 1982b ) ,  K i e s l er i dent i f i es b as i c  ass umpt i ons of the  
I n terperso n a l  appro ach to  person a l i ty .  K i es l er der i ved h i s  ass umpt i o n s  
after exten s i ve purus a l  of i nterper son al l i terature . Sa l i ent po i n t s  
w i l l  be rev i ewed here . Perhaps  t he  most bas i c  ass umpt i o n  of  I nter­
persona l  theory of person a l i ty i s  t h at the or i g i n  of  i nd i v i d u al 
person a l i ty i s  i nextr i c ab l y  embedded i n  soc i a l i n terac t i on s . S u l l i van 
b e l i ev ed t h at the  concept of an i nd i v i d u al apart from other peo p l e  i s  a 
myt h  pecu l i ar to our cu l t ure , and th at per son a l i ty i s  man i fested  i n  
i nterpersona l  s i tu at i on s .  Carson ( 1969 ) i nterprets S u l l i v an ' s not i o n s  
by say i n g  th at per son a l i ty i s ,  " n o t h i n g more  ( o r  l e s s ) t h an the 
p atterned regu l ar i t i es t h at may be observed in an i nd i v i d u a l ' s  re l at i on s  
w i t h  other per son s ,  who may b e  r e a l  i n  the sen s e  o f  act u a l l y  be i n g  
presen t ,  rea l , but absent and hence  ' person i f i ed ' or i l l u sory" ( p .  2 6 ) . 
K i e l ser a l so  notes  t h at even when a l on e ,  an i n d i v i d ua l  i s  i n f l uenced by 
the  presence of f an t a s i zed person s .  Person a l i ty format i on may be seen 
as  ar i s i n g  out of  i n d i v i d u a l s '  e ar l y  i nterac t i on s  w i t h  other s ,  and i s  
be l i ev ed to be ma i n t a i n ed i n  both act u al on-go i ng i nterac t i ons  and 
i mag i n ary i n teract i on s .  
B u i l d i n g on these  as s umpt i ons  of I n terperson a l  theory , K i e s l er 
pos i t s t h at there i s  a need to s t udy persons behav i ng i n  soc i al 
s i t uat i on s  rather t h an i n  i mperson a l  en v i ronmen t a l  contexts . He  notes  
t h at most person a l i ty theor i es foc us  on i nd i v i d u a l s  and  the i r  i n t r a ­
psyc h i c ,  i nt r aperson a l , and overt beh av i or a l  even t s . K i es l er urges 
i n vest i g ators to s t udy act u al soc i a l t r an s ac t i on s . He reasons t h at 
s i nce  the  or i g i n s of  per son a l i ty ar i se from c h i l dhood soc i a l i nter­
act i o n s ,  a nd  the  ma i n t e n ance of person a l i ty i s  i n  present d ay 
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i n terac t i on s  ( re a l  and fantas i zed ) ,  it i s ,  therefore, i mper at i ve that 
the un i t  of person a l i ty study be behav i ora l  transact i ons r at her t han 
i so l ated i n d i v i d u a l s .  However, i t  i s  a conten t i on of the present st udy 
that i n d i v i d u a l s need not be behav i or a l l y  i nt eract i ng to prov i de 
i n terperson a l  i n format i on . I n deed, as K i e s l er hi mse l f  states,  
i n d i v i du a l s  are  soc i a l creatures who c annot be  s t ud i ed apart from 
others,  even when they are a l o n e .  Therefore, i t  seems feas i b l e  to 
conduct i nv e s t i gat i ons of i n d i v i d u a l s  w i t h i n  t he i nterpersona l  framewor k  
both w i t h  and w i t hout  st udy i n g  act u a l  i n terac t i on s  s i nce i n terperso n a l  
i nteract i ons occur w i t h i n  i n d i v i d u a l s  a s  we l l  as are acted o ut between 
i n d i v i d u a l s .  I ndeed,  i t  may not be pos s i b l e  to separate out  the var i o u s  
contr i bu t i ons o f  person X s i t u at i on i n ter act i ons w i t ho ut attempts to 
s t udy the part of the v ar i ance that i n d i v i du a l s br i n g to an i n teract i o n . 
As o ut l i ned by K i es l er, I n terpersona l  t heory ado pts an i n ter­
act i on a l i s t pos i t i o n  i n  whi c h  a person ' s  soc i a l behav i ors  are  a func t i on 
of both hi s or her pred i s po s i t i ons toward t r an s ac t i ons and s i t u at i on a l / 
env i ronment a l  even t s . The most  i mport ant s i t u at i on a l  factors  are 
env i ronment a l  events  as perce i v ed by t he person . The subj ect i ve r at her  
t han objec t i ve env i ronment ,  or as Murr ay ( 1938 ) c a l l ed i t , the  " bet a 
pres s "  r at her t han t he " a l p ha press , "  deter mi nes  human percept i ons  an d 
u l t i mate l y  governs  transac t i on s . S u l l i v an ' s  wr i t i n g s  ( 1 953a ,  1 95 3b ,  
1 9 54,  1 9 56 ,  1 962 ,  1 964 ) o n  t he se l f -system i n  I n terpersona l  t heory 
cont a i n  the not i on ihat i l l o g i c a l  as soc i at i o n s  and par at ax i c  d i stort i on s  
are b u i l t  i n  t o  e ar l y  human deve l o pment . I n terper s o n a l  r e l at i o n sh i ps 
are espec i a l l y i mportant  when a you n g  chi l d  ac qu i res  l an g u age  an d beg i n s 
sort i ng throu gh what i s  true by t he process  of-con sens u al v a l i d at i on 
( e . g . ,  i f  hi s or her needs  are not be i ng met an d everyone  aro u n d  the 
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chi l d  den i e s  that fac t ,  major emot i on a l  confu s i ons  abound ) .  The se l f ­
system t akes on autonomy dur i ng thi s ear l y  per i od ,  and others ' reac t i ons 
to the chi l d  are very i mportant  in  ref l ected appr a i s a l s of the self . 
Accord i ng to S u l l i v an , i f  s i gn i f i cant peop l e  respond w i t h  anx i ety to 
major por t i on s  of the chi l d ' s  personhood ,  these  parts  of se l f  wi l l  be 
b l ocked off from awareness so t hat the chi l d  can surv i ve w i th some 
se l f -esteem . F urt her , Su l l i v an states that a chi l d  may deve l op three 
parts  of s e l f - - " good me , "  " b ad me , "  and " not me " from these l oo k i n g ­
g l ass  appra i s a l s .  The two former parts o f  se l f  are perm i tted  i n to  
awareness , whi l e  the l atter i s  perc e i ved as c au s i ng too  great a r i sk for  
rej ec t i on by  others .  Therefore , thi s i s  not  perm i tted  i n to the 
consc i o us  s e l f-def i n i t i o n .  
K i e s l er notes that one of the se l f - system ' s  major func t i on s  
i nvo l ves t he se l f -presen t at i ons t hat we make t o  others .  H e  s ays , " Thi s 
presen t at i on i s  accomp l i s hed by mes s ages ( pr i mar i l y  nonverb a l ) s en t  to 
i n teractants  about our emot i on al s t ates  and our  ' c l a i m '  regard i ng t he 
rec i proca l  respon ses  we wan t from them . Thi s c l a i m  pu l l s  ot hers  i n to 
t he k i nd of dyad i c  system-st ate t hat i s  mo st comfort ab l e ,  l e ast 
t hreaten i n g ,  in  terms of our  concept i on s  of who we are "  ( p .  6 ) . 
Accord i ng to  I n terpersona l  t heory,  rece i v i ng feedback from o t hers t hat  
i s  con s i stent  w i t h  a person ' s  se l f -v i ew reduces  anx i ety . I n deed , 
research i n  soc i a l psyc ho l ogy s u pports the  assert i on that se l f -v i ew 
i nf l uences  both  i n teract i on s  and how feedb ac k  from others  i s  rece i ved 
and i n terpreted ; even pos i t i ve feedb ack w i l l  be rej ected if i t  d i ffers 
too muc h  from se l f -ev a l u at i on ( s ee e . g . , J acobs ,  8erche i d & W a l ster , 
1 9 7 1 ;  Jones , 1 9 7 3 ;  Shrauger , 1 9 7 5 ;  Strong & C l aiborn , 1 982 ) .  I n  I n ter ­
person a l  t heory , i t  i s  he l d  that an i n d i v i d u a l  i s  mot i v ated  to 
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consensu a l l y  v a l i d ate  hi s or  her se l f -v i ew .  Thi s occurs  through a 
process i n  whi ch  t he i n d i v i d ua l  const r i cts  t he cho i ces or respon ses 
ava i l ab l e  to anothe r ,  thereby i n creasi n g  the probab i l i ty of i nteract i o n s  
t hat re i nforce t he i nd i v i d ua l ' s  se l f-v i ew ( Be i er ,  1966 ) . Person a l i ty i s  
man i fested i n  rec i proc a l  patterns of i n terac t i on s  wi t h  others and i t  i s  
t hrough i nteract i ons t hat i n d i v i d u a l s  attempt to reso l ve comp l emen t ary 
needs ( Su l l i v an , 1 9 54 ) . 
Comp l emen t ar i ty i n  dyad i c  transac t i on s  i s  a key concept ( c . f . , 
C arson , 1 969 ; Foa & F o a ,  1 9 7 4 ;  K i esl er , 1982a ; Leary , 1 9 5 7 ; Wat z l aw i c k , 
Beav i n ,  & Jackson , 196 7 ) . Leary ( 1 95 7 )  notes that i n terperson a l  act i on s  
i n v i te and i n i t i ate rec i proc a l  i n terperson al reac t i ons  t hat serve to 
su st a i n the or i g i n a l  ac t i ons .  A l t hough  not spec i fy i n g  the ex act 
process, Leary pred i c ted c haracter i st i c  reac t i ons to act i ons i n  a l l 
oc t an t s  of  t he c i rcump l ex mode l . Accord i ng to C arson ( 1 969 ) t he i n i t i a l 
behav i or of an actor i n vo l ves a sub t l e  met acommun i c at i on desi gned to 
i n f l uence t he def i n i t i o n  of the i n terperso n a l  si t uat i on i n  terms of l o v e  
a n d  st atu s. However , W i g g i n s  ( 1 982 ) says, t hat t he not i ons o f  
rec i proc i ty and comp l ement ar i ty i n  i nterperson a l  tran sact i on s, a l t hough  
i nt u i t i ve l y  appea l i n g ,  have not  been g i v en prec i se or  u n i form 
def i n i t i on s  and hav e  rare l y  been subjected to emp i r i c a l  test i ng .  Mo st 
agree t hat a comp l ement ary re l at i onshi p i s  one i n  whi ch  part i c i pant s '  
needs are be i n g met and i n  wh i c h they are i n  agreement  as to the 
d e f i n i t i on of t he re l at i on shi p i n  terms of st atus or l ov e .  
Imp l i ed throughout  L eary ' s  ( 1 9 5 7 ) vo l ume i s  the concept  that o n  t he 
vert i c a l  ax i s  of t he c i rc ump l ex mod e l  ( st at u s ) , dom i n ant  act i ons  e l i c i t  
subm i ssi ve  re ac t i ons ,  and v i ce ver sa .  On the hor i zon t a l  ax i s  
( af f i l i at i on ) ,  l ove pu l l s l ove and hate pu l l s  hat e .  C arson ( 1 969 ) 
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was the f i r s t  t o  art i c u l ate  the ru l e s and pr i nc i p l es  of comp l ement ar i ty 
t hat were i mp l i c i t ly present i n  Leary ' s  book . He s pec i f i ed ,  " Genera l l y  
speak i n g ,  comp l ement ar i ty occurs  on the bas i s  of rec i proc i ty i n  respect 
to t he dom i n ance-subm i s s i on ax i s  ( dom i n ance tends to i nduce subm i s s i on 
and v i ce vers a ) ,  and on the bas i s  of correspondence i n  respect to the 
hat e- l ove ax i s  ( hate i n d uces hate ,  and l ove i nduces l ove " ) ( p .  1 1 2 ,  
emphases  added ) .  To reduce con fu s i on regard i ng the prev i ous l y  i n ter ­
c han geab l e  t erms , comp l emen t ar i ty and rec i proc i ty,  C arson i dent i f i ed 
comp l ement ar i ty as the more  genera l  term and spec i f i ed rec i proc i ty and 
correspondence as sub s i d i ary concept s .  I n  add i t i on , Carson was t he 
f i r s t  to spec i fy the noncomp l ement ary re l at i o n shi ps  on L eary ' s  I nter ­
perso n a l  C i rc l e .  He renamed Leary ' s  hor i zont al ax i s  Host i l e -Fr i en d l y  
w i t h res u l t i n g q u adrants  becom i n g Host i l e -Dom i n an t  ( HD ) ,  Fr i en d l y­
Dom i n a n t  ( F D ) ,  Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve ( HS ) ,  and  Fr i en d l y -Subm i s s i ve ( FS ) . 
K i es l er ( 1 982 a ) r e v i ewed and extended C ar son ' s  wor k . He spec i f i e s 
severa l  pos s i b l e  i nt erpersona l  outcomes of dyad i c  i n terac t i on s . I f  one  
member of  a dyad offers behav i o r  that i n v i tes  t he other  part i c i pant  i n to  
a compl eme n t ary i n t e r act i on ,  t he o ther ' s  reac t i ons  c an t ake t he 
f o l l ow i n g  forms ( s ee F i gure  3 ) :  a )  a compl ement ary po s i t i on i s  ado pted  
when t he o t her person accepts  both  as pect s  of t he i nt erperson a l  
i n v i t at i on i n  l i n e  w i t h  t he c i rcump l ex r u l e s  of rec i proc i ty and 
correspondence  ( i . e . , H O  pu l l s  H S ,  H S  pu l l s  H O ,  F O  pu l l s F S ,  FS  pu l l s  
F O ) .  b )  An ant i com p i ement ary pos i t i o n  i s  ado pted  i f  t he ot her  person  
rej ects  both aspects  of t he i n t er person a l  i n v i t at i on ( i . e . , H D  p u l l s  F D ,  
F O  p u l l s  H D ,  H S  pu l l s  FS , F S  pu l l s  H S ) .  c )  An acomp l ement ary pos i t i on 
i s  adopted i f  t he o t her person accepts  o n l y  one of  t he component  
mes s age s . Thi s can  occur  i n  two  forms : an  i somorphi c acomp l ement ary 
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( K i e l ser , 1982 a )  
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po s i t i on i s  a tran s ac t i on i n  wh i c h t h e  ot her person adopts  t h e  i dent i c a l  
qu adrant s t ance  ( i . e . , H O  pu l l s  H O ,  FS  p u l l s  F S ,  F O  pu l l s  F O ,  HS  pu l l s 
HS ) ;  and the  sem i morph i c  acomp l ement ary pos i t i o n  i s  a tr an s ac t i on i n  
wh i ch t he other person adopts a compl ement ary s t ance on one ,  but  not on  
both  c i rc l e  axes  ( i . e . , HD pu l l s  F S ,  FS pu l l s  HO ,  FO  pu l l s HS , HS  pu l l s  
F O ) .  
K i e s l er app l  i es the gener i c  term , " noncomp l ement ary , to refer to 
any t r an s act i ons t h at are not comp l ement ary ones . He notes t h at 
comp l ement ary and noncomp l ement ary c h ar acter i z at i ons  i n  i n terperso n a l  
t heory are s i gn i f i c ant  depar tures from commo n l y  h e l d  not i ons t h at e i t her 
" o ppos i tes "  or " l i k e s "  att r ac t .  He says , " I n i n ter persona l  theory , 
' l i k es ' ( i somorph i c s ) and ' o ppos i tes ' ( s em i morph i c s ) o n l y  part i a l l y 
attrac t  wh i l e they a l so part i a l l y  repe l . Rather , compl emen t ar i es 
attr act tota l l y ,  and ant i comp l ement ar i es repel  tot a l l y" ( p .  3 5 ) .  Th u s , 
t heoret i ca l l y ,  t he  comp l ement ary tran sact i on i s  i n  i t se l f  mut u a l l y  
reward i n g .  The acomp l eme n t ary t r an s act i on l eaves open one aven ue o f  
i n terac t i on and negot i at i on . The  ant i comp l ement ary pos i t i on rej ect s  t he  
person ' s  s e l f -d ef i n i t i on a l  b i d  for  both  s t at u s  a nd  l ov e ,  a nd  t herefore , 
c u r t a i l s  any att r ac t i on .  Regard i n g beh av i or a l  tendenc i es of i nt e r ­
actant s , K i e s l er pred i c t s  t h at comp l emen t ary i n terac t i ons w i l l  evoke  
approach  behav i ors ; acomp l ement ary ones  w i l l  evo k e  a m i xture  of approach  
and  avo i d ance responses ; wh i l e ant i comp l emen t ary i n terac t i ons w i l l  l e ad 
to  avo i d ance  and esc ape . 
K i es l er furth er theor i zes  t hat  the  " rad i c a l  tr a i t "  as s umpt i on s  of 
t r an s s i t u at i on a l i ty and t r an st empora l i ty ( M i s c he l , 1 9 68 ) ,  or t h e  
concepts  of  per s i s t en c e  o f  behav i o r  across  s i t u at i on s  and acr o s s  t i me ,  
more v a l i d l y a p p l y  to m a l ad j u st ed peo p l e  t h an t h ey do t o  more normal  
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i nd i v i du a l s .  H e  proposes that the act i on s  o f  of abnormal i n d i v i du a l s 
( extreme and r i g i d acts  on t he  I nterperson a l  C i rc l e ) w i l l  overr i de the 
deman d s  of d i fferent i n terperson a l  s i t uat i on s .  I nterperson a l  s i t u at i on s  
w i l l  f i gure more prom i nent l y  i n  behav i ora l  outcomes o f  more norma l 
peo p l e  ( mi l d  to mOder ate l eve l s  on the C i rc l e ) . Thu s ,  the pred i c t i on i s  
made t h at more extreme or r i g i d  i n terperson al  styl es w i l l  be l ess  l i k e l y  
t o  show comp l ement ary res ponses  i n  reac t i on to ot hers ' b i d s .  A n umber 
of other I nt erpersona l  t heor i s ts h ave a l so pred i c ted t h i s  outcome ( e . g . , 
Young & Be i er ,  1 982 ; Carson , 1 982 ; Du ke  & Now i c k i , 1 982 ) . Further 
emp i r i c a l  exam i n at i ons are needed to v a l i d ate pred i c t i ons made by 
K i es l er an d others , s i nce most  theoret i c a l  st atemen ts  have rema i ned  
un tes ted . 
K i e s l er a l so  notes that  an important  task  rema i n i n g for i n ter­
persona l  i n ves t i gators i s  to  s pec i fy the c l asses of  s i t u at i on al factors  
re l evan t  to e l i c i t at i on of i nterperson a l  ac t s  from quadran t s  and oc t an t s  
o n  t he  I nt erperson a l  C i rc l e  ( e . g . , wh at k i nds o f  s i t u at i ons  does a 
F r i end l y-Dom i n an t  person seek out as we l l  as avo i d ) . Wh i l e K i es l er has  
produced a v i ab l e  i nt erpersona l  s i t uat i ona l  t axonomy w i th  h i s  pre­
d i ct i on s  regard i n g  comp l ement ar i ty and noncomp l emen t a r i ty ,  he notes  that  
mos t  I n terpersona l  t heor i s ts  h ave not s pec i f i ed s i t uat i ons beyond the  
gener a l  category of  " s i gn i f i cant  others . "  S i nce  I nter per son a l  theory 
adopts an i n teract i on a l i st pos i t i on ( End l er & Magn usson , 1 9 7 6 ) in wh i c h 
both per son and s i t uat i on a l  fac tors are components  ( Carson , 1 969 ; Du k e  Ii. 
Nowi ck i ,  1982 ) ,  s i t u at i on a l  t axonom i es s uch as those now appe ar i ng 
( e . g . , Ar gyl e ,  Furh am ,  & Gr aham ,  1 98 1 ; Duk e  & Now i ck i ,  1 982 ) need to be 
i n terfaced d i rect l y  w i th  t he c i rc ump l ex mode l . The next sec t i on w i l l  
d ea l  d i rect l y  w i t h  the  task  of con struct i n g such  a t axomony . 
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The E ff i c acy o f  t h e  C i rcump l ex Mode l i n  a n  I nteract i on a l  F ramework 
Ear l i er i t  was ar gued t h at psycho l ogy w i l l  most  effec t i ve ly  proceed 
w i t h effort s  a i med at theory-bu i l d i n g  and te st i n g rather t h an at 
cont i n ued accumu l at i on of re l at i ve l y  i so l ated research f i nd i ng s . I n  
t h i s  sec t i on ,  i t  w i l l  be i l l u s trated how ex i s t i n g research f i n d i n g s  may 
be t heoret i c a l l y  organ i zed i n  an i n teract i on al framework us i ng t he 
c i rcump l ex mode l .  
The  i nd i v i d u a l  d i fference var i ab l e  i den t i f i ed i n  person a l i ty 
research as  Need for Approva l  ( N app ) w i l l  be d i s cu s sed . Subjects  i n  t h e  
present  st udy were chosen based o n  q u adrants  o n  the  I n terper sona l  C i rc l e  
w i th wh i c h  Napp  i s  t heor i zed to be as soc i ated . Resu l t s of t h i s  s t udy 
w i l l  l ater  be con s i dered w i t h i n  t h i s l ar ger framework  of the c i rcump l ex 
mode l  and person a l i ty research i n  exper i ment a l  and soc i a l psyc h o l ogy,  as 
wel l as w i t h i n  the framework  prov i ded by I n terperson a l  t heory . Napp as 
a t r a i t  w i l l  be ex am i n e d ,  as w i l l  t he s i t u at i ons  w i th wh i c h  N app i s  
expected to i nter ac t . F i n a l l y ,  i t  w i l l  be shown t h at c l i n i c a l  
i mp l i c at i ons are r e ad i l y av a i l ab l e  when t he c i rc ump l ex mode l  rece i ve s  
con s i derat i on .  
Need for Appro v a l : The  Measure  and  t h e  Construct  Def i ned 
The t r a i t  of N app w as o r i g i n a l l y  conce i ved of as a moderat o r  
v ar i ab l e :  a source of b i as or error var i ance t h at i n v es t i g ator s hoped 
to contro l  or e l i m i n ate in order to get an accu r ate assessment of 
i n d i v i d u a l s on person a l i ty i n ventor i es .  T h u s , i n i t i a l l y Napp was not 
s t ud i ed as a t r a i t  i n  i ts own r i ght  and w i th i ts own pers on a l i ty and 
s i t u at i on a l  moder ators .  W i t h  the  adv en t  of psycho l o g i c a l  test i n g  aro se  
an awareness  by  testers  t h at t h e i r  s ubjects  m i ght not  be represen t i ng 
t h ems e l ves  i n  a � true �  l i gh t . For v ar i o u s  re ason s ,  i n d i v i d u a l s may 
2 8  
be mot i v ated to present themse l ves  in  a part i c u l ar l y  favor ab l e  way and 
even , at t imes , i n  negat i ve ways . uescr i pt i ons and exp l anat i ons of t he 
phenomen a depend on psyc ho l o g i s t s ' t heor i e s or areas of study . For 
examp l e ,  the tendency of some to moder ate t h e i r  s e l f -present a t i ons may 
be accounted for i n  any of the fo l l ow i n g  ways : as defen s i veness  
( psyc hodynam i c  framework ) ,  demand c h aracter i s t i c s ( s oc i a l psycho l ogy ) , 
expec t anc i es of reward ( soc i a l l earn i n g  theory ) ,  at t empts  to contro l 
ot hers  ( i mpres s i on man agement t heory ) ,  or w i t h i n  I nter persona l  t heory a s  
a b i d  for s t a t u s  o r  l ove . 
When asked to an swer ques t i ons  about  themse l ves , i n d i v i d u a l s may 
respond i n  ways dependent on t he i mpres s i on t h at t hey w i sh to mak e ,  t h e  
behav i or s  and att i t udes  commun i c at ed by anot her ( s uch  as an exper i menter 
or tester ) ,  or t he context of t he s i t u at i on ( s uch  as t he  tes t i n g 
s i t u at i on and the  use  to wh i c h a test  may be put ) .  Sever a l  as ses sment  
i n s t r ument s  ( e . g . ,  the  MMP I ) were dev i sed to account for i tem v ar i anc e  
t hat  ref l ected negat i ve and pos i t i ve res pon se  b i as . Edwards  ( 1 953 , 
1 95 7 )  was a p i oneer i n  h i s  research on pos i t i ve response b i ases and 
soc i a l l y-des i rab l e  respon d i n g .  He created a sc a l e ,  the Edwar d s  Soc i a l 
Des i rab i l i ty Sc a l e ,  to i dent i fy t ho se peo p l e  who may be l i ke l y  to 
respond in  a soc i a l l y des tr ab l e  man ner . Prob l ems  arose , however , 
bec ause t he i tems were d rawn from t he  MMP I and i t  was unc l ear whether  
subjects  were i n d i c at i n g  a true l ac k  of patho l ogy or  were respond i n g  to  
soc i a l l y  des i rab l e  ways . Crowne and  Mar l owe ( 1 960 ) correc ted t h i s  
d i ff i c u l ty by construct i n g  a sc a l e  w i t h  i t ems con t a i n i n g  l i tt l e  
patho l og i c a l  conten t . These i t ems , i f  endorsed , h ad a l ow l i k e l i hood of  
act u a l  o ccurance  and l i k e l y  represent ed a s ubject ' s  des i re to  appear 
f avorab l y .  After exten s i ve test i ng and s ubseq uent  ref i n i ng of t he 
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i n strumen t , 33 q ues t i on s  ( t o  be  an swered true or  fa l se ) were se l ected 
for t he f i n a l  vers i on of the s c a l e ,  c a l l ed t he  Crowne-Mar l owe Soc i a l 
Des i r ab i l i ty ( M-C  SO ) Sca l e .  Sever a l  stud i es by the authors  as we l l  as 
by others s how t he test -retest re l i ab i l i t i es and i nt ern a l  con s i stency to 
be qu i t e  h i g h .  
E dwar d s  ( 1 95 7 )  concept u a l i zed the  tendency of some peo p l e  to choose 
soc i a l l y  des i rab l e  responses on s e l f-report i n ventor i es as  un i n t en t i on a l  
s e l f -decept i on o r  an unwi l l i n gness  to exam i n e  and adm i t  fau l ts .  Crowne 
and Mar l owe ( 1964 ) and others  ( e . g . ,  Freder i ksen , 1 9 7 2 ) s u ggested t h at 
t h i s  tendency may be re l ated to a more genera l  need to soc i a l l y  con form , 
avo i d  c r i t i c i sm ,  and rec e i ve approv a l . W i th i n  a soc i a l l e arn i ng 
f r amework , Crowne and Mar l owe he l d  t h at peop l e  may be mot i v at ed to seek 
appro v a l  if t hey expect t h at t hey w i l l  rec e i ve a v a l ued r e i nforcement 
for the i r  beh av i or .  I t  was hypothes i zed t h at the  i nd i v i d u a l  who 
endor s es i tems in a soc i a l l y des i rab l e  manner on a s e l f -report i nvent ory 
i s  a l so  l i ke l y  to be mot i v at ed to seek approva l  more gener a l l y  and i n  
o ther l i fe s i t u at i on s .  I ndeed , t h i s  hypothes i s  h as been s upport ed i n  
n umerous  s t ud i e s . Th at  i s ,  Napp , as a tr a i t  v ar i ab l e  i s  man i fested 
across d i verse  s i t u at i on s . 
S pec i f i cat i on o f  Person  Moder ator V ar i ab l es 
whether or not an i n d i v i d u a l  w i l l  s how tenden c i es toward approv a l ­
seek i n g  behav i ors  i n terac t s , or i s  moder ated by , v ar i ab l es as soc i at ed 
both w i th the  person and t he s i t u at i o n .  A l t ho ugh a h i g h N app s core i s  
assoc i ated w i t h  soc i o -econom i c  s tatus  and sex ,  the  c l earest  re l at i on ­
s h i ps h ave been found t hrough s t u d i es t h at h ave assessed appro v a l  
mot i v at i on  i n  c h i  l dren and young  adu l t s .  Ord i n a l - pos i t i on i n  t h e  
f am i l y ,  sex , and f am i l y  s i ze h ave been assoc i ated w i t h  N app s cores . 
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Stud i es on these  person moder ators hav e ,  at  t i mes , been contrad i ctory , 
but  h i gh N app s cores seem to occur more often i n  f i rstborn c h i l dren , 
fema l es , and i n  ch i l d ren i n  l arger fam i l i es ( O i tes , 1 96 1 ; Johnson , 1 9 7 3 ;  
Masterson , 1 9 7 1 ; Moran , 1967 ; Sc hachter , 1 9 59 , 1964 ;  Nowi ck i , 1 9 7 1 ;  
Wa l ker & Jahmi s i on , 1 96 7 ) .  Age i s  a s i gn i f i c an t  factor i n  appro v a l  
mot i vat i o n .  Youn ger c h i l dren are more approv al  mot i v ated t h an o l der 
c h i l dren , an d in part i c u l ar ,  young  fema l es and you n g  b l ack ch i l dren when 
compared w i t h  wh i te c h i l dren s how t he h i ge s t  N app scores  ( A l l aman , 
Joyc e ,  & Cranda l l ,  1 9 7 2 ) .  Paren t a l  styl e s al so seem to prov i de 
antecedent cond i t i ons i n  the deve l opment of h i gh N app scores . 
Gener a l l y ,  d i s approv i n g  paren t s ,  paren t s  who threaten  rej ec t i on ,  or 
paren ts  who sudden l y  decrease t he i r  attent i on to a ch i l d may i ncrease  
t he  l i k e l i hood t h at a ch i l d or  you n g  ad u l t  wi l l  stron g l y  seek  appro v a l  
o r  avo i d  d i s approv al t hro ugh overt l y  conform i ng behav i or s  ( A l l aman , e t  
a l . ,  1 9 72 ) .  Th i s  res u l t  i s  c a l l ed i n to quest i on i n  stud i es o f  adu l t s  
w i th h i gh Napp tendenc i e s ( Str i c k l an d , 1 9 7 7 ) .  Such  ad u l ts often report 
t he i r  parents  to be l e s s  con t ro l l i n g t h an l ow Napps subjec t s . C l ear l y ,  
t h i s  f i nd i ng does not d i sm i s s  t he pos s i b i l i ty o f  undes i r ab l e  parent al 
styl es  as i t  i s  prec i se l y  h i gh N ap p  subjects  who are by def i n i t i o n more 
l i ke l y  to report  t he most  soc i a l l y des i rab l e  responses - - i n c l ud i ng t he i r  
fam i l y  rear i ng prac t i ces . 
Other researchers have found  age and sex to i n teract  wi t h  
s i t u at i ona l  moder ator v ar i ab l e s .  ( F u l k i n ,  Mu l l er ,  & Conn , 1 969 ) . 
Spec i f i c a l l y ,  h i gh N app  young  fema l es are often very popu l ar amon g  
t h e i r  peers wh i l e h i g h N app m a l es are l e ast popu l ar .  Th i s  f i nd i n g 
makes sen se  i n  l i gh t  of the  soc i a l de s i r ab i l i ty and re i nforcemen t 
prov i ded conform i ng young  f ema l es . F urther , regard i ng i n t e l l i gence  
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and need for approv a l , research sugges ts  th at h i gh Napp scores are 
assoc i ated w i th  l ower rather t h an h i gher i n te l l ectua l  func t i on i ng ,  
espec i a l l y for ado l escent s .  A l l aman , Joyce , & Cran d a l l ( 1 9 7 2 )  i n terpret 
t h i s  f i nd i ng as be i ng an art i f ac t - - i n d i v i d u a l s  who do not decrease i n  
approva l  need s i n  ado l escence are more l i k e l y  those  who have not 
rec e i v ed i n t e l l ectua l  gr at i f i c at i on bec ause of l ack  of s k i l l s  and 
ab i l i t i es .  Another i n terpret at i on seems poss i b l e ,  however ; 
i n t e l l ec t u a l l y  c apab l e  h i g h N app s corers i n  ear l y  c h i l dhood may l ater  
s core l ower on need  for approva l  measures by transferr i ng the i r  dr i ve to 
be accepted l ater i n to a need for ach i evement , s ucces s ,  or power . Th i s  
i s  an i n tr i gu i n g hypot hes i s  t hat cou l d  be tested s i mp l y  enough  by 
l o c at i ng  br i gh t ,  h i g h Napp c h i l dren and test i ng them l ater i n  
ado l escence o n  meas ures  des i gned to i dent i fy need for ach i evement  and 
power . A f i n al source of person moder ator v ar i ab l es w i t h  N app i s  
s ummar i zed by Str i ck l and ( 1 9 7 7 )  who st ates t h at the  bu l k  of res e arch  on 
age f ac tors i n  i nterac t i on w i th performance i n  c h i l dren s uggests  t h at 
h i gh N app  scores for young  ch i l dren en h ance  l earn i n g performan c e  bec ause  
of t he f ac i l i t at i ng effect s  of seek i ng extern a l  c u es for  behav i or ,  wh i l e  
performance  decrement s  are noted for o l der ch i l dren who are i n h i b i ted by 
t h e i r  apparent i n ab i l i ty to l e arn and accomp l i sh t ask s  i ndependen t l y .  
As men t i oned prev i o u s l y ,  Eysenck  ( 1 967 ) prov i des  a conceptu a l  
s c heme for under s t and i ng and descr i b i ng i n d i v i d u a l d i fferences . H i s 
f r amework  emp l oys orthogon a l  d i men s i on s  of neuro t i c i sm-norma l cy and 
i n trovers i on -extravers i on and mer i ts atten t i on bec ause of i ts poten t i a l 
for gen er at i n g spec i f i c  re search ab l e  hypot heses . I t  i s  l i ke l y  t h at 
i nd i v i du a l s who h ave a h i gh n eed for approva l  wou l d  be descr i pt i ve l y  
c l as s i f i ed a s  un s t ab l e  rather t h an s t ab l e  i n  Eysenc k ' s  sys t em . Th i s  
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is  so bec ause t he i r  behav i or is  be l i eved to be subject to eva l u at i on of 
potent i a l l y  re i nforc i ng soc i a l s i t u at i on s .  That i s ,  if  h i g h Napp 
subject s seek externa l  sources  of approv a l  and are mot i v at ed to conform 
to soc i a l l y v a l ued norms , t he i r  behav i or i s  l i ke l y  to show greater 
c h an ge across  s i t u at i on s  when soc i a l re i nforcement s  c h an ge i n  d i ffer i n g  
env i ronmen t s . However , there are some confound i ng v ar i ab l es i n  t h i s  
pred i c t i on .  For examp l e ,  extreme l y  h i gh N app scores may ri g i d l y  embrace 
a g i ven set of perce i ved p l eas i ng beh av i ors so t h at t hey show s t ab i l i ty 
of beh av i or across s i t u at i ons . Th u s ,  i t  mi ght be pred i c ted , th at 
h i ghest scorers appear s t ab l e  a l though r i g i d  in behav i or ,  wh i l e 
med i um -h i gh scorers adopt more  s i t u at i on a l l y -spec i f i c  norms of ben av i or .  
Further , i t  i s  not known whether h i g h Napp i nd i v i d u a l s behave i n  ways 
t h at d i ffer from the i r  i n tern a l  be l i efs and fee l i n gs  i n  order to ga i n  
approv a l . Wh i l e t hey may appe ar u n s t ab l e , extern a l l y-foc used and dr i ven 
by perce i ved s i t u at i on a l  expec t at i on s ,  they may , in  fac t , ho l d  an 
ent i re l y  d i fferent s et of i n tern a l  st andards t h at are v i rt u a l l y  
i n acces s i b l e  by se l f -report measure s .  Av a i l ab l e  ev i denc e ,  however , 
s uggests  t h at t hey are more anx i ous , moody, and c aut i o u s  ( th u s ,  u n s t ab l e  
o r  neurot i c  i n  Eysenc k ' s  system ) . For examp l e ,  F i shman ( 1 965 ) reported 
ma i n ten ance of emot i ona l  arou s al as ev i dence by no decrease in  systo l i c  
b l ood pressure for h i gh N app sub j e c t s  fo l l ow i n g  l eg i t i mat e verb a l  
aggres s i on ,  wh i l e l ow Napp subjects  showed a decrease i n  emot i on a l  
arous a l  fo l l ow i ng l e g i t i mat e verb a l  aggres s i on .  
Eysenck ' s  second orthogon al d i men s i o n ,  i n trovers i on and extra­
v ers i on ,  i s  mos t  l i k e l y  unre l ated to N app scores . Wh i l e h i gh N app 
i nd i v i du a l s  appear more c aut i ous  and conform i ng in  t he i r  behav i or , i t  i s  
ent i re l y  poss i b l e  t h at the  beh av i o r  chosen  as mos t  l i ke l y  to rece i ve 
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appro v a l  i s  out go i n g ,  fr i en d l y  an d gregar i ous . Such i s  the case w i t h  
h i st r i o n i c  i nd i v i d ua l s .  I f  t h i s  i s  s o ,  one cou l d  ex pect i ncon gruency 
between verba l  and nonverba l  channe l s of commu n i c at i on ;  h i g h N app scores 
WOU l d  probab ly  show " nonverb al l eak age" even in ext r averted behav i or as 
t hey search for approv a l -att a i n i n g re i nfor cement s  ( or " forced"  fr i ena l i ­
ness ) .  Th u s ,  us i n g Eysenc k ' s  frameworK , several  i n terest i ng quest i o n s  
emerge conc ern i n g  t h e  re l at i onsh i p  between N app , neurot i c i sm-norma l cy  
and i ntrover s i on -extraver s i on . Are  h i gh N app s corers more or  l e ss  
s t ab l e ? The  an swer may depend on how r i g i d l y  the i n d i v i d u a l  has 
i ntern a l i zed extern al s t an d ard s , and whether or not a a i fferent set of  
s t an d ards  are he l d  i n s i de the  per son when  compared w i t h  what  he or  she  
shows to the  wor l d .  Are h i g h Napp scorers more or  l es s  i nt roverted or 
extraver t ed ? Th i s  an swer may depend on the i n d i v i d u a l ' s  past  h i s tory or 
re i nforcement or the  part i c u l ar s i t u at i on al re i n forcemen t s . I f  i n tro ­
vers i on and extr aver s i on i s  def i ned as be i n g  se l f  vers u s  other foc used , 
i t  i s  l i k e l y  t h at t he  h i g h Napp s corer i s  i n  cont i n u a l  conf l i ct i n  t h i s  
aren a .  
Spec i f i c at i on o f  S i t u at i on a l  F actors  
Accord i n g  to  Str i c k l and ( 1 9 7 7 ) who  has  rev i ewed res e arch  on  t he  
N app v ar i ab l e ,  " The approv a l -mo t i v at ed i n d i v i d u al responds  to h i s  need 
to g a i n accep t ance , to oot a i n  dependency grat i f i c at i on ,  and ach i eve  
recogn i t i on and /or st at u s by engag i ng i n  approv a l -seek i ng beh av i ors i n  
part i c u l ar s i t u at i on s  thro u g h  pos i t i ve se l f -presen t at i on ana den i a l of 
i n adeq u ac i e s "  ( p .  3 1 7 ,  emp h a s es added ) .  Con t a i n ed i n  t h i s  quote are 
po i n t s  wort h  e l aborat i on .  F i r s t , o u t  of the h i g h N app i nd i v i d u a l ' s  core 
construa l  of rea l i ty emerge part i c u l ar cons t r uc t s ,  i nterpret at i on of 
event s ,  ass i gnment of mean i ng ,  and par a t ax i c  d i s tort i on s  t h at deter m i ne  
how events  are  v i ewed from t he person ' s  s e l f -system . P art i c u l ar 
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s i t u at i on s  are l i ke l y  to be trou b l esome to those  w i t n  h i gh needs  for 
appro v a l . Secon d ,  des i res for accept ance ( or aff i l i at i on and l ov e ) and 
st at u s  (or autonomy and dom i n an c e )  are hypot hes i zed as key con structs  i n  
t h i s  se l f -system . H i g h Napp peo p l e  are l i ke l y  to v i ew most  s i t u a t i ons  
as hav i n g  a soc i a l  component an d eva l uate  even t s  i n  terms of pot en t i a l 
grat i f i c at i on of the i r  d e s i res for ac qu i r i ng l ove and s t at u s . The 
exchange of l o ve and s tatus  in soc i a l i n terac t i on s  serves as a met a­
commu n i c at i on def i n i ng t he i n terpersonal s i t u at i on ,  accord i ng to W i gg i n s  
( 1 980 ) . I f  N app i s  hypothes i zed as a strategy for e l i c i t i n g comp l e ­
ment ary responses from other s ,  t hen t he dyn am i cs of the t r a i t ,  and a l so 
the  s i t u at i on s l i k e l y  to e l i c i t  the i n d i v i d u a l  d i fferences  in  beh av i or ,  
c an be understood . The overr i d i ng feat ures of a s i t uat i on al t axonomy 
for t he  N app tra i t wi l l ,  therefore , be organ i zed around  s i t u at i o n s  t h at 
are perce i ved as h av i ng poten t i a l l ove and s t at u s  outcomes . The 
re l at i v e i mpor t ance  of e i ther l o ve  or s tatus  as mean s for ac h i ev i n g 
approv al i n  a g i ven i nd i v i a u a l  w i l l  determ i ne h i s  or her p l acement on  
the  c i r cump l ex mode l . Th i s  de scr i pt i ve l y  p l ac e s  s u c h  peop l e  i n  the  
r i ght -hand s i de of t he c i rc ump l ex .  Mot i ves to seek  approv al or avo i a  
negat i v e  ev a l u at i on s  comp r i se two factors  c i ted i n  the  l i terature as 
po s s i b l e  separ ate factors wh i ch some be l i eve confounds  the theoret i c a l  
and emp i r i c a l  c l ar i ty o f  N ap p .  Approv a l -seek i n g  through e i t her pos i t i v e 
s e l f -presen t at i on ( " approac h " ) or as a defen se ag a i n st negat i ve 
e v a l u at i on ( " avo i d ance " ) are two factors  i n  N app .... 'h i c h  prev i o u s l y  have 
ev aded attempts to conceptua l l y separ ate the q u i te d i fferent mot i ves . 
Seek i n g appro v a l through  a po s i t i v e  se l f -pre sen t at i on or through  the  
avo i d ance of negat i ve consequences  ( s uch  as rej ect i on ) c an been seen as  
d i s t i nc t  ent i t i e s  if  the  c i r cump l ex model  i s  aga i n exam i n ed . Act i ve 
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seekers of approva l  wo u l d  be  p l aced i n  the  upper  r i ght quadrant  as 
outgo i n g ,  gregar i ous i nd i v i d u a l s ;  wh i l e those who are typ i f i ed as 
avo i ders of negat i v e  soc i a l con sequences cou l d  be p l aced i n  the l ower 
r i ght q u adr an t . Thu s ,  the eff i c acy of our model  i s  apparent i n  
c l ar i fy i n g  two prev i o u s l y  confused components  of Napp : not on l y  do 
peo p l e  show i n d i v i d u a l  d i fferences in need for approv a l , b ut even t hose  
who  show c l ear need s for approva l  d i ffer i n  the i r  as s i gnmen t of  t he  
re l at i ve i mport ance of  e i t her rece i v i ng accept ance at  t he r i sk of 
rejec t i on ,  or avo i d i n g  rejec t i on at the r i s k  of no t rece i v i n g  
acceptan c e .  The c i rc ump l ex model  prov i des des cr i pt i ve p l acement and 
heur i s t i c  pos s i b i l i t i e s for l oc at i n g the re l at i ve impor t ance  of these 
two components  in  peo p l e  who have exten s i ve needs for approv a l . 
Fo l l ow i n g  from th i s  conceptu a l  sc heme i s  a c l as s i f i c at i on of 
s i t u at i ons  i mport ant for t he  N app t r a i t  presented i n  Tab l e  2 .  wh i l e 
exam i n i ng t h i s  t axonomy , i t  i s  i mport an t  to con s i der that  the  greatest  
pred i c t i ve power comes from con s i der i ng t ho se s i t u at i ons  t h at h ave 
i mp l i c at i on s  for l o ve  and /or s t atu s .  F urther , i n d i v i d u a l s wi l l  d i ffer 
in  t he  i ntens i ty w i th wh i ch t h ey seek t hese  r e i nforceme n t s , t h e i r  p ast  
h i stor i es of  re i n forcemen t  ( an d  thus , the  v a l ue as s i gned the  reward ) ,  
and t h e i r  r i g i d i ty or degree of perce i v i ng t hese constructs  as c r uc i a l 
determ i n an t s  and core constru a l s of the i r  rea l i t i e s . 
The c l as s i f i c at i on s c heme presented i n  Tab l e  2 i s  i n tended to be  
broad eno u g h  to s ubsume mos t  research  f i nd i n gs  on  the N app var i ab l e ,  yet 
s u ff i c i ent l y  spec i f i c  to i dent i fy t hose  s i t u at i ons pred i c t i ve of 
i n d i v i du a l  d i fferences  on the  t r a i t .  Under eac h of the  four  major  
c l a s ses of  s i t u at i ons are  both  a l p ha  and  beta  press  mod e r ator s .  A l ph a  
press ,  or the  act u a l , " o ut there"  rea l i ty ,  i s  a cruc i a l determ i n an t  
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Table 2 
A GENERAL CLAS S I F I CAT I ON OF S I TUAT I ONS 
HYPOTHES I Z ED AS I NTERAC T I NG W I TH NAP P 
I .  Si tuations i nvo l v i ng or inducing conform i ty , comp l iance , 
or influence . 
- s tatus of autho r i ty 
- s ource credibi l i ty 
-qua l i t�' of communication 
-perception of impo rtance of cons equence s 
-expectation of po s i t ive or negative evaluat i o n  or ou tcome 
-percept i on of s i tuat ion as reflecting evaluation of s ub j ect 
-emoti onal s tate and mo t ivational arousa l  of sub j ect 
-content of i nfluence attempt 
-avai lab le cue s i n  envi ronment 
-presence of p e e r s  
I I . S i tuat i ons i nvolving t a s k  performance . 
-perception of atmo sphere ( competeti ve or re laxed) 
- le ve l of task d i fficu l ty 
- fam i l iar i ty with task 
-expectat ion of s ucce s s  or fai lure 
- incentive s , degree of mot i vation 
-pe rcep t ion as p l easant or ave r s ive 
-pub l ic versus p r i vate 
-pe rcept i o n  as having eva luative component 
- ta s k  type 
- cued by author i ty o r  expert 
I I I . S i tua t i o n s  i nvo lving attenti o n  to social s t imul i .  
- eva l ua t i ve s i tuat i on s  
- avai l ab l e  s o c i a l  cue s 
- p e r c e ived demand charact e r i s t i c s  
- va lue of outc ome 
- expe c tation of reward or puni s hment 
I V .  S i tua t i o n s  i nvolv ing i n t e rp e r sonal i n t eract i o n s . 
-fam i l ia r i ty of s i tuat i o n  
-pub l ic versus p r i vate 
- s tructured v e r sus un s t ructured 
- o th e r  pe rce ived as same o r  d i ffe rent 
- o t h e r  fam i l iar or unfami l i ar t o  sub j e ct 
- s i tua t i o n  of aggre s s io n  
- s i tuat i o n  of c onfl i c t  
-perceived r i s k  
- expecta t i o n  o f  pos i tive o r  negative outcome 
- eval uat ive s i tuat i o n  
- s i tua t i o n  i nvo lving commun i ca t i o n  o r  s e lf- d i s c losure 
- type of i n t e rp e r s onal i n t e ract i o n  ( pe e r , auth o r i ty , therap i s t) 
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of  beh av i or .  Beta  pres s ,  or an i nd i v i d u a l ' s  i n ter pret at i on of  a 
s i t u at i on ,  i s  ( as i n teract i on a l i sts  h ave noted ) an equa l l y  strong 
pred i c t i ve moderator of  beh av i o r .  The ut i l i ty of  the s i t u at i on a l  
c l asses w i l l  b e  i l l u s trated by ex am i n i ng t h e  c l as ses w i th research  
f i nd i ngs  i n  the  l i t er at ure on  Napp ,  and the t heoret i c a l  bas i s  wi t h  
wh i ch t o  underst and ( and t h u s , pred i c t ) why part i c u l ar s i t u at i ons  
i n teract w i t h  the  t r a i t .  
Stud i e s t hat have ex am i ned  N app ( u s u a l l y  measured wi t h  the  M-C SO 
sca l e )  and conform i ty ,  comp l i an c e ,  per suas i o n ,  and at t i t ude c h an ge 
s uggest  that  h i gh N app sub jects  are muc h  more l i k e l y  to yi e l d  to 
i nf l uence at tempts t h an are l ow N app s ubject s .  H i g h  Napp i n d i v i d u a l s 
are more  l i k e l y  to over t l y  ch ange t he i r behav i o r  or op i n i o n s  i f  other s , 
part i c u l ar l y  an expert or author i ty ,  make i n f l uence at tempts t h an are 
l ow Napp i nd i v i d ua l s .  They a l so seem to ques t i on l e s s  t han l ow Napp ' s  
t he  cred i b i l i ty of t he  c ommunc at i on so urce ( any " au t hor i ty"  w i l l  do ) ,  
and attend l e s s  to the  q u a l i ty of the commun i c at i on ( ar gument s  need not 
be soun d , based on s o l i d  reason i ng ,  et c . )  ( e . g . , see  Sk i 1 n i ch & Hes l i n ,  
1 9 7 1 ) .  Fo l l ow i n g  from the  prem i se th at acceptance  an d status  are pr i me 
mot i v ators  i n  a h i g h N app s ubject ' s  a s ses sment of a s i t u at � on ,  t he  
l i t er at ure sugges t s  t h at such  peo p l e  w i l l  con form to i n f l uence att empts  
when t h ey perc e i ve even subt l e  soc i a l c u es or demand c h ar ac ter i s t i cs i n  
" ex per i menter -b i as "  s t ud i e s  ( Rosent h a l , 1 966 ) . They are more f i e l d  
dependent , t ak i ng cues  from the context o f  t he s i t u at i on and ac t i n g 
accord i ng to percept i ons  of the ex ter n a l  f i e l d  ( Rotter & T i n k 1 eman , 
1 9 70 ) . Aro u s al of mot i v at i on and expec t at i ons of pos i t i ve re i nforcement 
for conformi n g  behav i or s  ( D i xon , 1 970 ) a l so support  t he  con ten t i on t h at 
h i g h Napp s ub j ec t s  w i sh to p l e ase other s . Apparen t l y, t he soc i a l c u e s  
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and  potent i a l for i n terperson a l  exc h anges of  l ove  and status  are more 
i mport ant t han t he act u a l  content of i nf l uence attempt s .  The " rea l " 
rea l i ty ,  or al pha  pres s ,  f i gures l e s s  prom i nent l y  i n  h i gh N app beh av i or ;  
wh i l e the i r  percept i o n s ,  or beta pres s ,  of i n ter persona l  exc h an ges seem 
to account  for more of the beh av i ora l  var i ance between h i gh and l ow Napp 
i nd i v i d u a l s .  An  i mportant quest i on rema i n s ,  however . Att i t ude c h an ge 
exper i ments  suggest  that  h i gh N app subjects  w i l l  c hange the i r  re ported  
be l i efs if  t hey must make a pub l i c st atement counter to prev i o u s l y  
st ated be l i efs . I t  i s  not c l ear whether the  presence of peers  and 
pub l i c  avowa l s  create genu i ne at t i t ude c h ange , or whether s i mp l e  overt  
conform i ty may ex p l a i n  the i r  a l tered se l f -report s .  However , i t  i s  known 
t h at h i g h Napp i n d i v i d u a l s w i l l  c h ange t he i r  behav i or i n  pred i c t ed 
d i rect i on s  i n  s i t u at i ons  hypothes i zed to i n t er ac t  wi t h  the i r  need for 
approv a 1 .  
S i m i l ar themes per v ade s i t u at i on s  i n vo l v i n g task  performance . 
Research f i nd i ngs may be s ummar i zed by st at i ng t h at i f  a h i g h Napp  
s corer perc e i ves  a t as k  s i t u at i o n  as  h av i n g pot en t i a l l y pos i t i ve soc i a l 
and emot i on al o u tcome s ,  he or she  w i l l  make attempts to s u cceed at t h e  
t as k . Per c e i ved compet i t i ve s i t u at i ons  t h at have a good  prob ab i l i ty for 
s ucces s ( vers us f a i l ure ) and t h at h ave s oc i al and ev a l u at i ve 
con sequen c es are i mpor t an t  to peo p l e  w i t h  h i g h  nee d s  for approv a l . They 
often o u t -perform others not so great l y  mot i v at ed ( W i l l i n g h am & Str i c k ­
l an d ,  1 965 ) except when t hey are perform i n g  al one  and they be l i eve  t h at 
t h e i r  beh av i or w i l l  not be soc i a l l y  ev a l u ated . The i r  dr i ve to ach i ev e  
and at t a i n appro v a l  a l so  may account  for stud i e s  f i n d i n g  h i g h  N a p p  
s ub jects  more l i k e l y  t o  c h e at t h an f i nd t hemse l�es i n  a f a i l ure  
s i t u at i o n  ( Berge r ,  1 9 7 1 ) .  Th i s  defen s i ve response  i s  man i fested  on l y  
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i n  s i t u at i on s  where detect i on o f  cheat i ng i s  not l i ke l y  ( Mi l l h am ,  1 9 7 4 )  
bec ause t o  get c aught may be t o  r i sk even greater cens ure and 
d i s appro v a l  t h an fai l ure m i ght br i n g .  
B y  def i n i t i on ,  the h i gn N app person i s  sens i t i ve t o  acc e pt ance  by 
other s .  Therefore ,  s i t u at i ons i n vo l v i ng i nterpersona l  i nterac t i ons show 
t he  expec ted  d i fferences  between h i gh and l ow Napp subj ec t s . H i gh  
Napp ' s  are c h ar ac t e r i zed by t he l en gths  to wh i ch t hey protect t h e i r  
v u l nerab l e  se l f - i mage and seek l i k i n g by other s .  They are more 
attracted to peo p l e  who a l so h ave s uch need s ( Po s av ac , 1 9 7 1 ) ; expres s 
great er l i k i n g for others  who d i s p l ay po s i t i ve expres s i ve beh av i or s  
t oward t hem ( Ho l st e i n ,  Go l d s te i n ,  & Bem , 1 9 7 1 ) ;  and r at i on a l i ze and 
b l ame others when they exper i ence  se l f -fa i l ure s , but  on l y  w i t h i n  
soc i a l ly accept ab l e  l i m i t s  ( D i es ,  1 9 70 ) . They a l so h ave l i t t l e  l atency  
i n  response  t i me to those  who d i s agree w i t h  t he i r  se l f -ev a l u at i on s  
( Jo n es & Tager , 1 9 7 2 ) ;  and demo n s trate soc i al exc h an ge and rec i proc i ty ,  
as shown , i n  par t , b y  voc a l  convergence stud i es ( N at a l e ,  1 97 5 ) .  
Con s i stent  w i th t h e i r  hypothes i zed des i re to avo i d  d i s approv a l  
a nd /or  b e  l i k ed , h i gh N ap p  persons  have great d i ff i c u l ty i n  express i n g 
l eg i t i mate anger , s how h i gh t hresho l ds for ret a l i atory beh av i or s ,  and 
appar en t l y  ga i n l i t t l e  emot i on a l  re l e ase  when demon s t r at i n g  appropr i at e  
coun ter -aggres s i on ( F i shman , 1 9 6 5 ;  Hether i ngton & Wray ,  1964 ; T ay l or ,  
1 9 70 ) . The  resu l t s of Hether i n gton  and Wray ' s  exper i ment  suggest  t h at 
when i n h i b i t i on s  or expec t at i ons  for " proper"  beh av i or are l owered by 
i n t ake  of a l c o ho l i c  bever age s , h i g h  N app  subj ect s  w i l l  a l l ow t hemse l ves  
to be l es s  t i ed to per c e i ved soc i a l mores . Convergent v a l i d i ty for  the  
defen s i ve pos ture of t hese  i n d i vd i u a l s i s  a l so  prov i ded  by  st and ard  
measures of defen s i veness  on object i ve person a l i ty i n ventor i e s ( e . g . , 
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the  MMP I v a l i d i ty sca l e s ) a nd  pro j ect i v es ( e . g . , fewer respon ses and 
conform i n g , i n nocuous an swers t o  Rorschach and TAT c ards ) .  
An i n terest i n g  ex amp l e  of a s i t u at i on of i nterperson a l  i nterac t i on 
i s  psyc hotherapy .  H i gh Napp ' s  s eem to show preferences for t he l ess  
person a l l y  c h a l l en g i ng affronts  to the i r  se l f -esteem found  i n  
ref l ec t i ve ,  non -d i rect i ve t her apy versus  spec u l at i ve and d i rect i v e 
t herapy ( Kanfer & Marston , 1 964 ) . One study has shown th at they may be 
l es s  s e l f -d i sc l o s i ng ( Burhenne & M i r e l s ,  1 9 70 ) . Some s t ud i es h ave found  
t h at t hey term i n ate  ther apy after fewer sess i on s  t h an do  l ow Napp 
i nd i v i d u a l s ( Str i c k l and  & Crown e ,  1963 ) . F i nd i ngs  are d i screpant  i n  
t h i s  are a ,  though ,  and there may be a reason for the con f l i c t i n g 
f i nd i ng s  of these  s t ud i es .  As s t ated ear l i er ,  the l ack  of conceptu a l  
c l ar i ty a s  t o  whether  h i gh N app  scores are re l ated t o  act i ve appro v a l  
seek i n g ,  o r  t o  avo i d ance o f  negat i ve eva l u at i on ,  may b e  exp l a i ned i f  i t  
i s  con s i dered t h at h i gh N app peo p l e  may d i ffer on the  re l at i ve 
i mpor t ance of t hese  two mot i v at i ons . U s i n g t he c i rcumpl ex mode l  s hown 
e ar l i er i n  F i gure 1 ,  pred i ct i on s  may be made reg ar d i n g  N app and 
psyc h o therapy.  Act i ve seekers of approv a l  and s t at u s  ( u pper r i gh t  
q u ad r an t  i n  t h e  mode l ) are pro b ab l y  more l i ke l y  t o  st ay i n  ther apy and 
t o l er ate t he neces s ar i l y  n e g at i ve s e l f -reve l at i ons  i n herent  i n  t he 
proce s s . H i gh N app  c l i en t s  who s e  pr i mary mot i ve i s  to avo i d  negat i ve 
ev a l u at i ons  and u n p l eas ant s e l f -ref l ec t i ve i n s i gh t s  ( l ower r i ght  
q u ad r an t ) are  l i k e l y  to - term i n ate  when  appro v a l  from a ther ap i s t  i s  not  
forthcom i n g .  More research  i n  t h i s  area  i s  needed . 
Napp , P sychopatho l ogy ,  P sychother apy , and t h e  C i rcump l ex Mode l 
L i ter  ature t h  at reports s t u d  i es on  N app i n  re.l at i on to 
psyc ho l og i c a l  adj u s tment a l so  shows conf l i ct i n g res u l t s .  It  is  not 
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c l ear whether h i gh N app peo p l e  are fa i r l y  we l I - adj u s ted or st andard 
se l f -report me asures are i n adequate to tap t hese persons ' i ntern a l  
wor l d s and past the i r  po s i t i ve se l f -present at i ons . O n  the MMP I ,  i n  
add i t i on t o  e v i dence on t he v a l i d i ty sc a l es o f  attempts to present 
t hems e l ves in  a favorab l e  l i gh t , h i gh N app subj ec t s  gener a l l y  appear 
free from t he u s u a l  c l i n i c al symptoms , part i c u l ar l y  extreme symptoms an d 
more severe d i sorders s u ch  as psyc hopat h i c  dev i ancy and sc h i zophren i a .  
Other se l f -report meas ures s u ggest t h at t hese i nd i v i d u a l s  are repres sed , 
not  very anx i o u s , soc i a l l y res pon s i b l e , se l f -contro l l ed ,  an d se l f/other 
j ud g i ng ( for an overv i ew of t h i s  researc h , see Str i c k l and , 1 9 7 7 ) .  There 
i s  furt her con fus i on regar d i n g  the i r  se l f -concept ; t tl at i s ,  it  is  not 
known wheth er a person i s  we l l - ad j u sted bec ause he or s he knows how to 
appear as s uc h . Wh i 1 e some researchers  have found  moderate 1 i n e ar 
re l at i onsh i ps between l ow s e l f -concept and  N app , ot hers h ave founa  
moderate  re l at i on sh i p s i n  t he  oppo s i te d i rect i on . H i gh N app subj ec t s  
are a l so l i k e ly t o  report pos i t i ve mooa s t ates ,  a l t ho u gh some 
i n ves t i gat or s  be l i eve  t h at th i s  f i nd i n g  wo u l d  not ho l d  under cond i t i on s  
of  good rapport , con f i dent i a l i ty ,  and cont i n ued i n t e r ac t i on s  ( Gorman , 
Wessm an , ,I;. R i c k s , 1 9 7 5 ) . " H ar d "  drug  users  may more often be h i gh N app  
scorers  t h an are " soft "  drug  u s er s . Th i s  f i nd i ng h as been i n t er preted 
to  mean th at h i gh N app ' s  are mor e  l i k e l y to yi e l d  to  peer pre s s ure  t h an 
are l ow Napp ' s  ( Sc herer , E t t i nger , & Murd i c k , 1 9 72 ) .  
U s i n g  the c i r c ump l ex n�de l , i t  may be po s s i b l e  to ob t a i n a c l e arer 
underst and i ng of these  f i n d i n g s . F i r st , con s i der t he prem i se t h at h i gh 
N app scorers  descr i pt i ve l y  m ay be p l aced on the  r i ght  s i de of the radex 
mode l . The l eft s i de is  " reserved"  f or d i s aff i l i at i ve i n t erpers o n a l  
beh av i or s ,  wh i l e  " p l e as i n g "  beh av i ors  are t hose  t h a t  c h ar acter i ze h i gh 
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Napp i nd i v i d u a l s .  The r i ght  s i de descr i pt i ve l y  con t a i n s  those peo p l e  
who are "mov i ng towards "  other s ,  and t he l eft s i de h o l ds those who are 
"mov i n g  away" or "mov i n g  aga i n s t "  others . I t  i s  to be expected t hat the 
most soc i a l l y unacceptab l e  or severe forms of patho l ogy w i l l  be those 
t h at reject soc i a l l y  accepted st and ards  of behav i o r .  The h i g h Napp 
i nd i v i dua l  i s  one who i s  eager ly  embrac i ng soc i et al s tandards of 
accept ab i l i ty .  He or she may do th i s  e i ther ac t i v e l y  and thus , be 
p l aced on t he h i gher s t atus  or dom i n ant d i mens i on on the c i rc ump l ex ,  or 
more pas s i ve l y ,  keep i n g "out  of troub l e , " and be p l aced on the l ower 
s t at u s  or dependent d i men s i on . The mo st extreme forms of oversoc i a l ­
i z at i on are the DSM I I I  d i agno st i c  categor i e s of depenoent person a l i ty 
d i sorde r ,  h i st r i on i c person a l i ty,  and c hron i c  hypoman i a  ( W i gg i n s ,  1982 ) . 
W i gg i n s  ex p l i c i t l y  hypothes i zes  re l at i on s h i ps between psyc h i atr i c  
d i agno s i s  and t he c i r c ump l ex mode l .  H i s  proposed correspondences are 
present ed in F i gure 4 .  
Accord i n g to pro ponen t s  of I n terperson a l  theory ( e . g . , K i e s l er ,  
1 982a  ; W i gg i n s ,  1 982 ) ,  r i g i d  i n terpersona l  behav i ors tend to e l i c i t  or 
" p u l l "  respo n s e s  from others  t h an are comp l ement ary w i t h  res pect  to 
aff i l i at i on ,  ( i . e . , fr i en d l i nes s  begets fr i end l i nes s ,  and host i l i ty 
begets  hos t i l i ty )  and  symmetr i c  w i t h  respect  to st at u s  ( e . g . , domi n ance  
i s  a b i d  for  another to be submi s s i ve ) .  T h u s ,  t he dependent  pers on a l i ty 
d i sorder m i ght  be v i ewed as a b i d for a fr i en d l y  caret aker , and chron i c  
hypoman i a  or extreme l y  gregar i o us  dom i n an ce may be v i ewed as a p l ea for 
fr i en d l y adm i rers . The defen s i ve pos t ure of h i gh N app i n d i v i d u a l s co u l d  
further be hypoth e s i zed as a fear t h at o thers c an ' t  be trusted w i th t h e  
o t h er s i de of t he i r  emot i on a l  po l ar i ty ,  i . e . ,  t he i r  an gry o r  hos t i l e  
respon ses . 
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The  c i rcump l ex mode l  may hav e imp l i c at i on s  for psyc hother ap i s t s . 
Con s i der t h at effec t i ve t herap i s t s  are f l ex i b l e  i n  t h e i r  use of 
techn i ques  and w i l l  react  d i fferent l y  to d i fferent  c l i en t s .  Often th i s  
amounts  to t herapeut i c  behav i or t h at prov i des s upport wh i l e denyi ng  
c l i en t s  the  comp l emen t ary responses  t hat the i r  r i g i d  i n t er persona l  
behav i ors typ i c a l l y  evoke i n  other s .  Prod u c t i ve c h ange may occur  
bec ause  therap i s t s  prov i de an  atmos phere t hat i s  su ppor t i v e ,  wh i l e a l so 
c h a l l en g i ng c l i en ts to f i nd new ways of respond i ng and greater 
f l ex i b i l i t y  i n  cogn i t i ve ,  affec t i v e ,  and beh av i or a l  reperto i res . For 
therap i st s  who r i g i d l y c hoose tech n i q ues regard l es s  of t he v ar i ed need s 
of the i r  c l i �n t s , effec t i veness  may more often res u l t from chance 
comb i n at i on s  of c l i ent need and t her ap i st person a l i ty/tec h n i q ue . Such 
r i g i d i ty i s  exemp l i f i ed by therap i s t s  who are a l mo s t  a l w ays fr i en d l y/ 
dom i n ant or t herap i s t s  who mu st a l ways be d i s t ant/contro l l i n g .  I f  t h e s e  
profess i on a l s ho l d  t o  a theoret i c a l  fr amework  t nat s upport s  the i r 
tec h n i ques  and these  are u sed w i t h  uncond i t i on a l i ty ,  then c l i en t s  w i l l  
l i k e l y  be h e l ped on l y  when t hese techn i q ues  are the ones  spec i f i c a l l y  
n eeded t o  c h a l l e nge t h em i n to new ways o f  respond i n g .  Thoughtfu l  
f l ex i b i l i ty i n  c ho i ce of  i n terper so n a l  i nter ac t i on w i t h  c l i en t s  may l ead 
to a great er n umber of  c l i en t s  h e l ped by a g i ven psyc hother a p i s t .  
Spec i f i c a l l y  w i t h  h i g h  N a p p  c l i en t s ,  tec hn i q ues  t hat encour age 
expres s i on s  of hos t i l i ty and anger ( po s s i b l y  accomp l i s hed by fr u s t r at i n g 
b i d s for approva l ) wh i l e  prov i d i n g under l y i n g  concern  for c l i en t  we l f are 
h ave a great c h ance of be i ng he l pfu l . The goal  may be for t hese 
i n d i v i d u a l s to d i sco ver t h at r i g i d  adherance  to p l e as i n g  and p l ac at i n g  
beh av i or s  restr i c t s  t he i r  cho i ce and freedom i n  l i fe .  For t h e  
gregar i ou s ,  " appro ach "  N a p p  type of c l  i en t ,  a ther ap i s t  may encourage 
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t h e  c l i en t  t o  f i nd out wh at mi ght happen i f  h e  or she was an gry, 
s ubmi s s i ve ,  and d i d  not attempt to succeed perfect l y  at a l l des i red 
goa l s .  For the  dependent ,  " avo i dance"  Napp type of c l  i en t , a therap i s t 
wou l d  prov i de cond i t i on s  t h at urged t h i s  person to not o n l y  f i nd o ut  
what  happen s when  he or  she i s  an gry or  ho st i l e ,  b u t  to try out  more 
deman d i ng and domi n ant behav i ors . Wh i l e conceptu a l i z i ng in terms of t h e  
c i rc ump l ex mode l ,  th i s  process  may b e  accomp l i shed  from t h e  v i ewpo i n t  of 
many t heoret i c al  or i ent at i on s . 
To summar i ze ,  the  pos i t i o n  has  been forwarded t hat the c i r c ump l ex 
model  may serve as a usefu l  tool  for generat i ng concept u a l l y  organ i zed 
and tes t ab l e . hypotheses  to account  for ex i s t i n g re search  f i n d i n g s abo u t  
the  i nterac t i on o f  i nd i v i d u a l  t r a i t s  and i n ter persona l  s i t u at i on s . T h e  
c i rcump l ex mode l  exp l i c i t l y  prov i des  a fr amework  t o  ex am i ne how i n d i ­
v i du a l s are l i k e l y  to perce i ve and react i n  i n ter persona l  s i t u at i on s . 
I n  add i t i on ,  t h i s  conceptu a l  mod e l  a l l ows spec i f i c  pred i ct i o n s  of 
percept i on s  and behav i or based on the extremeness  of i n d i v i a u a l s '  
i n terperson a l  or i en t at i on .  The purpose of the present  st udy i s  to te st  
such  pred i c t i on s  i n  s upport of  t he preceed i ng argument s  for  t he  eff i c acy 
of  the  mod e  1 . 
46 
Chapter I I  
St atement of  the  Prob l em 
I t  i s  w i d e l y  as s umed th at perce i v er per son a l i ty i n f l uences 
j udgments  about other s .  I n  s p i te of t h i s  a s s umpt i o n , many stud i es treat 
i n d i v i d u a l  d i fferences i n  percept i on  as error v ar i ance or j udgmen t b i as 
and seek to con t r o l  or e l i mi n ate t he var i ance i n  order to ob t a i n  more 
" ob jec t i v e "  asses smen t s .  The dyn am i c  i n ter act i on s  of three factors  
i nf l uence percept i on of other peop l e :  t he c h ar acter i s t i cs of  t he 
perc e i v er ,  t he  at t r i b utes  of the  st imu l u s  per son , an d the  nature of the 
i n ter act i on s i t u at i on ( Tag i ur i , 1 9 69 ) .  Mo st psyc ho l og i c al t h eor i es ,  
however , d e a l  w i t h  perce i v er ( per son a l i ty )  var i ab l e s ,  or soc i a l 
( s i t u at i on a l )  v ar i ab l e s ,  but  a l most  never w i t h  both  ( Sc h r au ger & 
Al trocch i ,  1 964 ) . The bes t  theor i es for generat i n g tes t ab l e  hypotheses  
i n  person percep t i on are  t hose  t h at are  i n heren t l y  i nter ac t i o n a l . These  
are  concept u a l  sc hemes t h at not on l y  spec i fy re l at i o n s h i p s amo n g  per ­
son a l i ty t r a i t s  or present organ i zed c l as ses of s i t u at i ons , but  
e l uc i d at e  and pred i c t t he  i n teract i on of spec i f i ed tr a i t s  w i t h  l i k e l y  
s i t u at i on al v ar i ab l e s .  Tr i p l e  i nt e r act i on s t ud i es are r ar e ,  b ut t h ey 
are feas i b l e - - t h at i s ,  " wh at k i n d s  of peo p l e are descr i b i n g  what k i nd s  
o f  o t h er peo p l e  i n  wh at s i t u at i on s "  ( Sc h r auger & A l t rocch i ,  1964 ,  p .  
301 ) . 
The  c i rcump l ex mode l , or i g i n at ed by Leary ( 1 957 ) and  expanded  by 
other s ,  i s  a u sefu l  mod e l  for gener at i n g concept u a l l y  o r g an i zed and 
i n t e r act i on a l  hypotheses . Systemat i c  pred i c t i on s  are av a i l ab l e  for 
person a l i ty v ar i ab l es s uch  as contro l  and aff i l i at i on ,  and for how t h e s e  
t r a i t s  i n t er ac t  w i t h  re l ev an t  s i t u at i on s ;  t h at i s ,  s i t u at i on s  t h at h av e  
pot en t i a l o u tcomes for i nt e r ac t an t s  b o t h  soc i a l l y  ( s t at u s ,  power ) and 
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emot i on a l l y  ( l o v e ,  accept ance ) .  
The c i rcump l ex mode l  i s  gai n i n g recogn i t i on by psyc ho l og i s t s  of 
d i verse t heoret i c al and emp i r i c a l  approaches . I n terperson al t heor i st s  
are perh aps the  strongest  advocates  of the mode l . A n umber of 
pred i c t i on s  may be i n ferred from I nterper sonal t heory regard i ng use of 
the  c i rcump l ex model in soc i a l i n terac t i on s  and i n d i v i du a l  percept i ve 
proces ses . However , theoret i c al ass umpt i on s  as presented i n  the 
l i terat ure are often imp l i c i t ,  con f l i ct i n g ,  and un tested . At the  mos t  
b as i c  l eve l , i t  i s  a s s umed t h at a person perce i ves and responds  
d i fferen t l y  to others  depen d i n g  genera l l y  upon  wh i c h qu adr ant  of  the  
c i rc ump l ex mode l  the perce i ver i s  o r i ented i n :  Fr i en d l y-Domi n an t ,  
Fr i en d l y-Submi s s i ve ,  Ho s t i l e -Dom i n an t ,  o r  Host i l e -Submi s s i v e .  How 
s tron g ,  i nt e n s e ,  or extreme t he o r i entat i on i s  w i t h i n  t he q u adr ant i s  
a l s o as s umed to be a factor . Furt her , the  c l a s s  of others  whom the 
perce i ver observes , j udge s ,  or i n terac t s  w i t h  i s  a s s umed to affect the 
percept i on . How a l l these  factors  i n terac t  has  rare l y  been spec i f i ed ,  
and even more rare l y  tested . 
One I nt erper son a l  theor i st ,  K i e s l er ( 1 982 ) , po s i t s t h at comp l e ­
ment ary i nterac t i on s  evoke approach  behav i or s  from part i c i pants  of an 
i nt er ac t i on ;  an t i comp l ement ary ones  l e ad to esc ape or avo i danc e  
reac t i on s ; and acomp l emen t ary i n terac t i o n s  create approach a n d  avo i d a n c e  
reac t i on s  i n  part i c i pan t s  ( s ee F i gure 3 ) . K i e l ser  a l so pred i c t s  t h at 
i n terpersona l  ac t i o n s  at a part i c u l ar l eve l  of i n ten s i ty w i l l  evoke 
responses  from others at the equ i v a l en t  l eve l  of i n ten s i ty ( e . g . , 
extreme s t i mu l i pu l l  extreme respo n s es ) .  As may be ob served , t h i s  p r e ­
d i c t i on i s  more  s i t u at i on a l  t h an i n t er ac t i o n a l . .I t  as s umes t h t  a l l 
perc e i vers  i n  a q u ad r an t ,  regar d l e s s  of t h e i r  own i n t en s i ty of 
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or i en t at i on ,  w i l l  respond  the  s ame to a soc i a l st i mu l u s of a g i v en 
i n tens i ty l eve l . 
Al though  acknow l ed g i n g  the  compon ents  of an i n teract i o n a l  mod e l ,  
i nt erpersona l  t heory h as qener a l l y  f a i l ed to separ ate the effects  of 
perc e i ver character i s t i c s ,  at t r i butes  of the st i mu l u s person , and the 
i n teract i on s i t u at i on .  I n terperson a l  t heor i es us i ng the  c i rc ump l ex 
mod e l  often focu s  on the  d i fferent i a l impact  of st i mu l u s per sons  of 
var i ou s  i nterpersona l  o r i entat i on s  on an u n s pec i f i ed other per so n .  How ­
ever , i t  may be expected t h at perce i ver s ,  rat her th an pas s i ve veh i c l e s 
awai t i n g i mpact by another , are ac t i ve i n  a s s i gn i n g mean i ng to t h e i r  
exper i ences . Th i s  as s umpt i on h a s  import an t pract i c a l  imp l i c at i on s .  For 
ex amp l e ,  some I nt erper son a l  t h eor i s t s  emp l oy t he c i rcumpl ex mode l  to 
make spec i f i c  pred i c t i o n s  about  how d i fferent pat i ent  per son a l i ty types 
w i  1 1  i mpact on a psyc hotherap i  s t .  P sychother ap i  s t s  are not  n eces s ar i  l y  
pas s i ve l y  wa i t i n g  to be impacted by pat i en t s  o f  a g i v en i n ter per son a l  
sty l e ;  t hey may a l so react w i t h  t he i r  own i nt erperson al or i en t at i on 
( i .  e . , " co untertransference" ) - - i  n deed , i n terac t i on a l  i s t s  wou l d  pred i c t  
t h i s .  
Thu s ,  wh i l e I n t er person a l  theor i s t s  are mak i n g s i gn i f i c an t  str i des  
w i t h  t he c i rcump l ex mode l  i n  e l uc i d at i n g t he  d i fferen t i a l  effects  on 
perc e i vers  of  peo p l e of vary i n g  i n ter per son a l  or i en t at i on s ,  much  rema i n s  
unc l e ar as to how per c e i ver i nt erpersona l  o r i ent at i on s  affect j udgme n t s  
of  t h o s e  other s ,  a s  we l l  a s  the  i n ter ac t i on process  of the  above  factor s . 
Tab l e  3 present s  poten t i a l sources of v ar i ance for t he b as i c  
a s s umpt i o n s  of I nt er per son a l  theory presented ear l i er :  ( 1 )  a per son 
per c e i ves and res ponds to o t hers  depen d i ng u pon the perce i ver ' s  as we l l 
a s  other ' s  or i en t at i on i n  the  c i rcump l ex mo d e l , and ( 2 )  h ow strong ,  
TRA I T  V I EW 
Per c e i ver 
I nterpersona l  
O r i ent at i on 
-Fr i en d l y -Domi nant  
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Tab l e  3 
Sources o f  I n terac t i on of Perce i ver 
C h aracter i s t i c s and a S t i mu l u s Other 
S I TUAT I ONAL V I EW 
St i mu l u s O t her 
I n terperson a 1 
Or i en t at i on 
-Fr i en d l y -Dom i n ant  
OUTCOME 
Perc e i ver Reac t i on 
Lev e l  
- -overt  
-Fr i en d l y -Submi s s i ve -Fr i en d l y-Subm i s s i ve - -covert 
-Hos t i l e -Submi s s i ve 
-Host i l e -Dom i n an t  
Extremeness  i n  
Or i en t at i on 
-h i gh 
- l ow 
-Hos t i l e -Submi s s i ve 
-Ho st i l e-Dom i n ant  
Extremeness  i n  
Or i en t at i on 
-h i gh 
- l ow 
T arget 
- i mp l i c at i on s  for 
se l f  
- i mp l i c at i ons  for 
i nterac t i ng w i t h  
o ther s  
Affect /Beh av i or 
-po s i t i ve 
( at t r ac t i on ) 
- po s i t i ve & negat i ve 
( co n f l  i cted ) 
-negat  i ve 
( w i t h d r awa l /escape ) 
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i n tense , or extreme the or i en t at i on i s  w i t h i n  the qu adrant  for both  the  
perce i ver and  the  ot her i nt eracts  to affect a j udgment about t he ot her . 
The c l as s i f i c at i on system out l i n ed i n  T ab l e  3 i s  pur posefu l l y res t r i c ted 
i n  sources of i nteract i on to four q uadrants  of i n terpersona l  
or i en t at i on s  w i t h  two i n ten s i ty l eve l s  for perc e i ver s  and st i mu l u s 
other s ,  and s pec i f i es three outcomes of perc e i ver react i on s .  The foc u s  
of  t h e  c l ass i f i c at i on system i s  o n  perc e i ver reac t i on s  as the dependent 
v ar i ab l e .  When perce i vers i n ter act w i th s t i mu l us  o ther s ,  t he i r  beh av i o r  
t hen becomes an i n dependent var tab l e  i n  an i n t er act i on .  Bec ause  
outcomes of comp l ex i n terac t i on s  h ave been  a focus  i n  research u s i ng t h e  
c i rcump l ex mode l , i t  h a s  rema i ned unc l ear what cont r i b ut i on perce i v ers ' 
person a l i ty styl es h ave on the i r  percept i on s ,  and how t hese  sty l es  
i n teract  w i t h  the styl e s  of st i mu l u s  ot hers  to p�od uce a g i ven  
percept i o n . I n terpersona l  t heory u s i n g t he c i rcump l ex mode l  i s  
i n t r i gu i n g l y  comp l ex w i t h  a l ar ge number of as s umpt i on s ,  mu l t i - l ev e l  
v ar i ab l es a n d  t hree so urces of i n teract i o n . More research i s  needed 
u t i l i z i n g  s imp l e ,  c l ear l y  spec i f i ed c l as s i f i c at i on schemes t h at test  the 
most  ba s i c  a s s umpt i on s  on wh i ch t he comp l ex t h eory b u i l d s . 
The pre s en t  study  ex am i ned  the  effec t s  of per c e i ver  i n ter per son a l  
sty l e ( Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant  or  Fr i en d l y-Subm i s s i ve ) ,  a n d  the  effec ts  t h at 
extremene s s  of  styl e ( h i gh or l ow )  h ave  on j u d gment s  of st i mu l u s other s ' 
i nt erperson al s tyl e s  ( Ho s t i l e -Subm i s s i ve and Host i l e -Domi n an t ) .  The 
tar get of  perce i v er reac t i on s  ( i mp l i c at i on s  for se l f  and imp l i c a t i on s  
for i n te r act i n g  w i t h  the  s t i mu l us o ther s )  was a l so exam i ned . 
Gener a l  Des i gn 
The  genera l  des i g n of t he  st udy was a two -gro u p  rat i n g compar i son  
( Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant and  Fr i en d l y-Subm i s s i v e )  ( more extreme and  l es s  
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extreme ) across  two d i fferent st i mu l us cond i t i on s  ( Ho st i l e -Dom i n ant  and 
Host i l e-Submi s s i ve ) .  Subjects  observed a counter b a l anced presen t at i on 
of  two f i ve-mi n u t e  v i deot aped i n terac t i on s  that dep i cted qua l i t at i ve l y  
and emp i r i c a l l y  d i s t i nct i n t erpersonal sty l es o f  s t i mu l us  other s .  
Sub j ec t s ' i n terper son a l  sty l es  were a s sessed by se l f-rat i ng s  us i n g 
t he  I n terperson a l  Adj ec t i ve  Sc a l e s ( l AS ) ( W i gg i n s , 1 � 79 ) .  T hey a l so 
rated the  i n terperson a l  sty l es  of the  two st i mu l u s others  us i n g the l AS 
after v i ew i ng e ach  v i deot ape . Subject s ' perce p t i ons  of the degree w i t h  
wh i c h they i dent i f i ed ,  and t h e  degree wi t h  wh i c h they des i red to 
aff i l i ate w i th  the  types of persons  d e p i cted on t he s t i mu l us  t apes were 
a l so  asses sed . .  
I t  was expected t hat  subj ects  serv i ng as j udges  of ot her s ' i n ter ­
per s o n a l  s ty l es  wo u l d  do so from a d i s t i nct fr ame of reference t h at 
wou l d  i n f l uence t he i r  percept i on s . Genera l l y ,  subj ects  l"iho h ad more 
extreme i nt erperson a l  or i ent at i ons  were expected to v i ew t he s t i mu l u s 
other s ' i n t er per son a l  or i en t at i on s  as more extreme t han wou l d  s ubjec t s  
w i t h  l es s  extreme i nt erpersona l  or i en t at i on s .  I t  was a l so expect ed t h at 
s ub ject s ' q u ad r an t s  on t he  I nt e r per s o n a l  C i rc l e  wou l d  syst em at i c a l l y  
i nf l uence t he i r  percept i on s  of extremene s s  i n  t he i nt erperson �l 
o r i e n t at i o n  of the  st i mu l u s other s . F i n a l l y ,  subj ec t s  were expected to 
i dent i fy d i fferent i a l ly w i th t he two s t i mu l u s  o ther s , and s how 
a i fferences  i n  des i re to aff i l i ate  wi t h  the st i mu l us other depen d i n g  on 
s ubjec t s ' q u adrant  p l acement  on t h e  I n t erperson a l  C i rc l e .  S pec i f i c  
hypo t h e s e s  are out l i ned i n  t h e  next  ch apter . 
Subj ects 
52 
Ch apter I I  I 
Met hod 
One hundred and seventy-four under grad u at e  studen t s  enro l l ed i n  
I nt roductory Psycho l o gy c l as s es at a l arge M i dwestern  Un i vers i ty 
vo l u nteered to serve as subjec t s . Vo l unteers  rece i ved cred i t  for t he i r  
part i c i p at i on .  F i ve d i d  not meet t he cr i t er i a  of p l acement i n  e i t h er 
Fr i end l y-Domi n ant  or Fr i end l y-Subm i s s i ve c i rcump l ex qu adran t s ,  l e av i n g a 
tot a l  of  1 69 s ubjec t s .  Gener al c h ar acter i st i cs for t hese  1 69 s ubj ects  
are  presented i n  T ab l e  4 .  E i ghty-four subjects  ( 50% ) were  fema l e ,  8 1  
( 48% ) were mal e ,  ( 4  s ubjects  d i d  not i n d i c ate t he i r  gender ) .  N i nety 
percent  of the subjec t s  were between 18-24  years o l d .  Mos t  were 
fres hmen at the u n i vers i ty ( 7 2% ) , and most were wh i te s t uden t s  ( 9 1 % ) . 
Th i r ty-n i ne percent of the  s ubjec t s  reported a grade po i n t aver age of 
3 . 0  to  4 . 0 ,  57% i n d i c ated 2 . 0  to  2 . 9 , and 3% h ad a gr ade po i nt aver age 
be l ow 2 . 0 .  The greatest  number of subjec t s  s a i d  th at they h ad never 
rece i ved cou n s e l i n g or psychother apy ( 86% ) .  
Se l ect i on Measure 
The  l AS i s  a check l i s t  t h at con t a i n s  128  i nt erperson a l l y  descr i p ­
t i ve adj ec t i ve s .  The  1 2 8  i tems form a c i rcump l ex order i ng o f  1 6  s c a l e s , 
or 8 comb i ned subsc a l es ,  and 2 orthogon a l  d i men s i on s  of  St at u s  and 
Aff i l i at i o n ,  presented i n  F i gure 5 .  The i tems are presented by s c a l e  i n  
Appen d i x  A .  On the  or g i n i a l i n s t rumen t ,  subjects  are i n s tructed  to 
i nd i c ate for e ach i tem whet h er it i s  d escr i pt i ve of  t h e i r  i nt e r person a l  
s ty l e .  I n  t h e  present  s tudy ,  subj ect s rated t hems e l ves  o n  t h e  l AS 
u s i ng a f i ve-po i n t  L i kert -type s c a l e  t h at cont a i n-ed endors ement s  r an g i n g  
Var i a b l e  
Age 
1 8 - 1 9  
1 9 - 20 
20 - 21 
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Tab le 4 
Demo g r aphic C ha r a c te r i s t i c s  o f  S amp le 
n = 1 6 9  
Freguency % Var i ab l e  Freguency 
Rac e  
8 6  5 1  As ia n  1 
4 1  24 B l ack 6 
1 7  1 0  H i spanic 1 
% 
1 
4 
1 
21 - 22 9 5 White 1 5 3  9 1  
22- 23 1 1 Other 4 
23 - 24 2 1 Mi s s i ng 4 
24 - 25 1 1 
Mi s s i ng 1 2  7 
S e x  Therapy S e s s i ons 
Ma l e  8 1  4 8  None 1 4 5  
F ema l e  8 4  5 0  1 - 3  9 
Mi s s ing 4 2 4 - 7  4 
8 - 1 1  1 
1 2+ 5 
Grade Mi s s ing 5 
S r . 4 2 
Jr . 1 2  7 
S o p h . 3 1  1 8  
F r . 1 1 9  7 2  
Mi s s ing 3 1 
GPA 
2. 0 0  5 3 
2. 0 - 2. 4 9 3 5  21 
2. 5 - 2. 9 9 6 0  3 6  
3 . 0 - 3 . 4 9  5 2  3 1  
3 . 5 - 4 . 0 0  1 3  8 
Mi s s ing 4 2 
Note : Percent age s are rounded to the ne a re s t  who le numb e r  
a n d  may not s um t o  1 0 0 . 
2 
2 
8 6  
5 
2 
1 
3 
3 
Quarrelsome 
E 
Aloof 
F 
5 4  
Dominanc 
A 
Lazy 
H 
Amb i C ious 
p 
Submis s ive 
I 
�larm 
L 
Ingenuous 
K 
F i gure 5 .  C i rc ump l ex Vectors  L abe l ed Accord i n g  to l AS Subsc a l e s  
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from , " I  - Not at al l true , "  t o  " 5  - Very muc h  true . "  I n ter per son a l  
s e l f -percept i ons  were obt a i ned by c a l c u l at i ng t he degree o f  endor sement  
of i t ems wi t h i n  each  of  the e i ght  comb i ned subsc a l es . A s i n g l e  po s i t i on 
was t hen i dent i f i ed for each s ubj ect on t h e  I nterperson a l  C i rc l e .  
Fo l l ow i n g  Leary ( 1 9 5 7 ) ,  subsc a l e s  were mathemat i c a l l y  comb i ned to g i ve 
quadr ant scores ( Domi n ant , Submi s s i ve ,  Ho st i l e ,  an d Fr i end l y ) , and t hen 
further comb i ned  to g i ve scores on the S tatu s  an d Aff i l i at i o n  d i men s i on s .  
P l ot t i ng these  two s cores u s i ng c i rc ump l ex geography y i e l ded an ex act 
p l acement  on the I nterperson a l  C i r c l e  for eac h  subj ect . Vo l un teer s were 
i n c l uded i n  t he s t udy i f  t he i r  s cores i nd i cated p l acement on t he 
I nt erper son a l  C i rc l e  i n  e i t h er the  Fr i en d l y-Dom i n an t  ( F D )  q u adran t ,  or 
the  Fr i end l y-Submi s s i ve ( FS )  q u adrant . H i gh and l ow tert i ary s p l i ts 
were u sed to d i v i de subj ects  i n to h i g h  and l ow extreme groups  and to 
d i v i de s ubj ects  i n to dom i n ant and s ubmi s s i ve grou ps . Append i x  B 
pro v i des  spec i f i c  det a i l s  of the  sco r i n g  procedure us i n g the  l AS to 
determ i ne a s ubj ect s ' scores . 
W i gg i n s  ( 1 9 79 ) der i ved the  l AS from a ser i es of  psychomet r i c  tr i a l s  
on a mas s i ve group of i n terpersona l  adj ec t i ves . E ar l i er he fou n d ,  as 
d i d  Lorr and Mc N a i r ( 1 965 ) , t h at L e ary ' s  ( 1 95 7 )  or i g i n a l  i n t erpersona l  
c ategor i es f a i l ed t o  prov i de con t i n uous  and even l y - sp ac ed c i rc ump l ex 
order i n g of i tem c l u s t er s . From an or i g i n a l  poo l of 1 , 7 1 0  adj ec t i ves , 
W i gg i n s i dent i f i ed e i ght bes t -f i t  adjec t i ves for each of t he  1 6  s c a l e s  
to  form e i ght comb i n a t i6n var i ab l es :  1 )  amb i t i o u s -dom i n an t , 
2 )  arro g an t -c a l c u l at i n g ,  3 )  co l d -q u arre l some , 4 )  a l oo f - i n t roverted , 
5 )  l azy-submi s s i ve ,  6 )  u n a s s um i n g - i n ge n uo u s , 7 )  warm-agree ab l e ,  and 
8 )  gregar i o u s -extraverted . F i n al i tems were c ho s en so t h at , both 
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seman t i c a l l y  and emp i r i c a l l y ,  t h e  e i ght c l u sters  represented var i ab l es 
t h at were t r ue b i po l ar oppo s i tes . Th at i s , an i t em from a g i ven c l u s ter  
showed a h i gh negat i ve corre l at i on wi t h  i t s  oppo s i t e  c l u s ter and zero 
corre l at i on w i th  the theoret i c a l l y  orthogo n al c l u s ter s . 
The f i n a l  form of the l AS was cross -va l i d ated on four  se par ate 
s amp l es of  North Amer i c an c o l l ege s tuden t s .  Obta i ned order i ngs of 
corre l at i ons  for each samp l e  were exce l l en t  appro x i mat i on s  of the 
t heoret i c a l l y  perfect c i rc ump l ex .  W i gg i ns c u l l ed normat i ve d ata  on t h e  
comb i ned samp l e  of 610  subjec t s , and for each o f  the  e i ght  comb i ned 
v ar i ab l es normat i ve mean , s t and ard dev i at i on ,  and i nterna l  con s i s tency 
v a l ues  were der i v ed . For the tot a l  s amp l e ,  A l p ha  coeff i c i en t  va l ues  for 
a l l v ar i ab l es r an ged from . 74 to . 9 1 ,  w i th  most i n  t he u pper . 80 ' s .  
Th u s ,  the l AS h as exce l l ent  psyc hometr i c  an d theoret i c a l  c h ar ac t er i st i c s ,  
w i th s u per i or c i rcump l ex proper t i e s ,  h i gh i nterna l  cons i stency for 
v ar i ab l e  c l u ster s ,  and s ubst ant i a l normat i ve data  on s amp l es of co l l ege 
s t udent s .  
Exper i ment a l  Cond i t i on s  
T h e  exper i men t a l  cond i t i o n s  o f  t h e  study  con s i sted  of  two f i v e ­
m i n ute  v i d eot aped dyad i c  i n terac t i ons i n  wh i ch t he i n t erperson a l  sty l e  o f  
t he  foc a l  person ( s t i mu l u s ) w a s  e i t her  Arro g an t -C a l c u l at i n g o r  A l oo f ­
I n t roverted ( s ee F i gure 6 ) .  To make t h e  t apes , two confeder ates were 
t r a i ned as two d i fferent st i mu l i .  They wer e  each co ac hed and i n st ructed  
i n  the  p art i c u l ar i n ter per sona l  sty l e  t h at t h ey wou l d  por t r ay .  
The  confeder ate s  portr ayed c l i en t s  speak i n g t o  a cou n s e l or d ur i n g  
t he f i r s t  f i ve m i n u t es of an i n i t i a l co uns e l i ng i n t er v i ew .  A t h i rd 
con feder ate por t r ayed the  counse l or for both  cou n se l i n g en actmen ts .  
HD Stimulus 
Hostile 
HS Stimulus 
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IXminant 
Subnissive 
FD Subjects 
FS Subj ects 
Figure 6 .  Circumplex M:xiel Location of Subject Groups arrl 
Stimulus Others . 
Friendly 
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In order to max i m i ze att r i b ut i on s  to the st i mu l u s other s ,  the camer a 
focused on t he " c l i ent , "  wh i l e record i ng on l y  t he h an d s ,  feet , and vo i c e  
o f  t h e  "counse l or . "  Mo vement ,  rate o f  speec h ,  tone o f  vo i ce ,  an d number 
of coun s e l or verba l i z a t i ons were essent i a l l y  equ i v a l ent i n  both por­
t r aya l s .  The  actors  were tra i ned from scr i pt s  based on l AS adj ec t i ves 
and I nt erpersona l  t heory . The s c r i pts  were prepared to max i m i ze 
att r i bu t i on s  to the " c l  i ent s . "  " Counse l or "  res pon ses , wh i l e  w i t h i n  
l i m i t s  o f  appropr i ate  and expec t ed behav i or ,  were br i ef and neutra l . 
As an emp i r i c a l  check of t he  en actment s  of  the  i n t erperson a l  styl es , 
v i deot apes were rated i n dependent l y  by s i x  gradu ate psycho l o gy s t udent s .  
They were  t r a i ned i n  t he  t heory and use  of the  c i rc ump l ex mode l ,  g i ven a 
d escr i pt i on of t r a i t s  t h at typ i f i ed t he two q u adrants  of t h e  I nt er ­
per s o n a l  C i rc l e  us i n g l AS adj ect i ves , an d t hen v i ewed the  st i mu l u s 
v i deot apes . R at ers  were g i ven t he t ask of  p l ac i n g each of t he two 
s t i mu l i in one  of the  four c i rcump l ex qu adr an t s .  A l l of the s i x  raters 
i nd ependent l y  p l aced the s t i mu l i  in  t he  appropr i ate q u ad r ants  t h at t h ey 
were des i gned to repre s en t . 
The  Confederates  
A l l t hree confeder ates , one  who port r ayed the coun s e l or , and two who 
port r ayed t h e  c l i en t s ,  were wh i te ma l es between t he ages of  2 5-34  years 
o l d .  A l l h e l d  doctor a l  degrees in Cou n s e l i n g  Psyc ho l o gy and were 
empl oyed as psycho l og i c al s erv i ce prov i ders . 
Dependent  V ar i ab l e  Measures  
T h e  I n t erperson a l  Adject i ve S c a l e  ( l AS ; W i gg i n s ,  1 979 ) served as  a 
me asure of t h e  s ubject s ' percept i ons  of extremeness  of t he " s t i mu l us  
o t h er s "  v i ewed on v i deo t ap e .  The  l AS ,  t h u s  served as t he  se l ect i on 
5 9  
meas ure from wh i c h subject c l as s i f i cat i ons  were der i ved an d a s  the 
dependent v ar i ab l e  of subject percept i ons of the st i mu l us others . 
The scor i n g  prcoedure for dependent measures used subject rat i n gs 
of how we l l  the  lAS i tems descr i bed t he i n terpersona l  styl es of the 
st imu l i .  Us i n g Le ary ' s  ( 1 95 7 )  formu l a , subsc a l es were  comb i ned to der i ve 
s ubject appr a i sa l  of the i nterperson a l  extremeness of s t i mu l i .  By 
comp ar i n g  the endorsed degree of extremeness  by the subject  groups , the  
fo l l ow i ng  quest i on was con s i dered : " Do subjects  d i ffer i n  t he i r  
percept i on s  of the extremene s s  of other s ' i nter per son a l  or i en t at i on s  
b ased o n  t he i r  se l f -percept i o n s ? "  Det a i l o n  scor i ng procedures i s  
prov i ded i n  the sec t i on on der i v at i on of v ar i ab l e s .  
Other Measures 
I n  add i t i on to comp l et i ng the l AS o n  the st i mu l u s other s ,  subjects  
were as ked to r e s pond  on a f i ve-po i nt sc a l e  to  s i x  q u e s t i ons fo l l ow i ng 
t he  v i ew i n g  of each v i deot ape . These  ques t i on s  were the  bas i s  for two 
other dependent v ar i ab l e s :  1 )  s ub ject s i mi l ar i ty or degree of  i dent i ­
f i c at i on w i t h  the  st i mu l u s other s ,  and 2 )  s ubject  att r act i on to or 
des i re to aff i l i at e  w i th t he s t i mu l us other s .  The q ues t i on u s ed to  
measure  these  v ar i ab l es are l i s ted be l ow ,  w i t h  dependent v ar i ab l e 
c ategory i n d i c ated  i n  paren t heses : 
-He i s  the  type of person who i s  mo st d i f f i c u l t for me to get al o n g  
w i t h . ( d es i re t o  aff i l i at e )  
- I  wou l d expect th i s  person not to rec e i v e  peo p l es ' approv a l . 
( d egree of i dent i f i c at i on )  
- I f  he and I wor ked together each d ay ,  I wou l d  a l w ays fee l  very 
awkward t a l k i ng to h i m .  ( de s i re to aff i l i at e )  
-Ther e i s  n o  s i m i l ar i ty between the way h e  act s  and t h e  way I wo u l d  
ever act . ( degree of i dent i f i c at i o n )  
-He  and I wou l d not "comp l i ment "  t h at i s ,  b e  a good  mat c h  as 
fr i en d s . ( de s i re to aff i l i at e )  
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-Even if I wou l d  sympat h i ze wi t h  h i s prob l em ,  I wo u l d  never choose 
to behave t he way t h i s  person does . ( degree of i dent i f i c at i on )  
After the  subjects  v i ewed both  v i deo t apes , they were  as ked to 
compare in a forced -cho i ce manner both s t i mu l us o thers u s i ng t he 
aff i l i at i on and i dent i f i cat i on v ar i ab l es .  These  quest i on s  are l i s ted 
be l ow w i t h  dependent v ar i ab l e  c at egory in parentheses : 
-P l ease  t h i n k for a momen t about  the two v i deo t apes yo u watched . 
The two peo p l e  shown on t he t apes may h ave acted d i fferen t l y  
t h an you wo u l d .  However , i f  you h ad t o  choo s e ,  wh i ch o f  the  two 
peo p l e  act ed more l i ke you u s u a l l y  act ?  ( degree-or-Tdent i f i ­
c at i on )  
-Aga i n ,  th i n k of the  two v i deot apes . Imag i ne t h at you h ad to 
i nter act frequen t l y  w i t h  one of t hese peo p l e ( for ex amPle, at 
work  each day ) . Wh i c h per son wo u l d  yo u c hoo se?  ( de s i re to 
aff i l i at e )  
Der i v at i on o f  V ar i ab l es 
The  se l f -report  l AS was emp l oyed to def i ne s ubjec t s ' q u adran t  
p l acement and gener ate a n umer i c a l  score i n d i c at i ng s ubj ect s ' d i s t ance  
from the  c i rcump l ex or i g i n  as a measure  of  extremene s s  of  percept i on s . 
The 1 28 i tems of t h e  l AS y i e l ded 1 6  e i ght - i t em s c al es wh i ch were comb i ned 
in  p a i r s  to create octant  score s . P a i r s  of octant  scores were comb i ned 
to generate four s c a l e s : Dom i n an t , S ubm i s s i ve ,  Fr i en d l y , and Host i l e  
( see F i gure 7 ) .  The  n umer i ca l  d i fference between Dom i n an t  and S u bmi s s i ve 
sc a l e s  y i e l ded s ub j ect s ' p l acement on t he vert i c al ax i s  of  t he c i rcump l ex 
( represented by po i n t "A "  i n  F i gure  7 ) .  The d i fference between Fr i en d l y  
and Host i l e s c a l es y i e l ded p l acement o n  t he hor i zon t al ax i s  ( po i nt " B " ) .  
Po i nt " C , "  the po i n t of i n tercept between po i n t s  A an d 8 ,  def i ned bot h  
t he s ubjec t s '  q u adr ant p l acement and n umer i c a l  d i s t ance from t he  c i rcum-
p l ex or i g i n .  Th at i s ,  the d i s t ance  from or i g i n  to C ( c i rcump l ex score ) 
e q u a l ed A2+ 8 2 . 
QUADRANT I V  
Hosti l e  
QUADRANT I I  I 
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Dominant 
A 
o 
Subm l s s ive 
C 
B 
A = ver t i c a l  ax i s  score ( Dominant - Subm i s s ive ) 
B = hor i z ontal ax i s  score ( F r iend l y  - H o s t i l e ) 
C 
= intercept o f  A and B 
o = o r i g i n  o f  the c i rcump lex 
" C ircumplex " score ( d i stance 0 to C) = �� 2-
F igure 7 .  IAS Ax i s  and " C ir cumplex " S c o r i ng . 
QUADRANT I 
F r iendly 
QUADRANT I I  
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Al l subjects  i n  t he  samp l e  were i n c l uded for an a l yses i f  they pl aced 
to the r i ght of t he c i rc ump l ex or i g i n .  S amp l e  scores on the vert i c a l  
ax i s  ( Domi n an t -Submi s s i ve )  r anged from - 54 to 87  w i t h  a mean of 2 9 .  
Dom i n ant s c a l e  scores used i n  comput i ng subject s '  q u adr ant p l acement and 
c i rcump l ex score were adj u sted by subtrac t i n g the mean v a l ue of 2 9  to set 
the s amp l e  me an equal to zero . Compar i sons  to normat i ve lAS data  
reported by  W i g g i n s  ( 1 979 ) s u pport s  th i s  adj u stment ;  i . e . , the  present  
s amp l e  mean and s t and ard dev i at i on v a l ues for oct ant and ax i s  s cores were 
s i m i l ar to those of the 610 c o l l ege studen t s  exam i ned by W i gg i n s .  ( See 
Append i x  B for a compar i son of t he present s amp l e  w i th  W i gg i n s ' psyc h o ­
met r i c  dat a ) . 
" Qu adran t "  I ndependent Var i ab l e .  ( Me asured by the se l f -report l AS ) .  
To operat i on a l i ze t he  Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant  ( Qu adran t  1 )  and Fr i en d l y­
Submi s s i ve ( Qu adrant  2 )  i n dependent var i ab l e  groups  for an a l yses , the 
m i dd l e  t h i rd of t he s amp l e d i s tr i b ut i on on t he  Domi n ance-Subm i s s i on 
ax i s  was removed . The  adj u sted range of the tot a l  samp l e  equ a l ed -S3  t o  
5 8 ,  M = 0 ,  a n d  S O  = 28 . 8 . Subjects  who h ad scores i n  t he upper t h i rd of  
t h e  Dom i n ance-Subm i s s i on d i s tr i bu t i on comp r i sed the  group  l abe l ed 
Fr i end l y -Dom i n an t  ( M  = 3 2 . 56 ,  S O  = 1 1 . 3 1 .  r ange  = 1 6  to 58 ) ,  and s ubj ect s 
who had scores i n  the  l ower th i rd of the  d i s t r i b ut i on compr i sed the  gro u p  
l abe l ed Fr i en d l y-Subm i s s i ve ( M  = - 3 1 . 0 7 ,  SO  = 1 7 . 5 5 ,  r an g e  = -83 to  - 1 2 ) .  
F i gure 8 d e p i c t s  the two groups re presented by the Q u adrant  v ar i ab l e .  
" C i rc ump l ex "  I n dependent  V ar i ab l e .  ( r�easured by t he se l f -report 
l AS ) .  To oper at i on a l i z e a measure  of the  extremeness  of subjects ' 
p l acement  on t he c i rc ump l e x ,  the m i dd l e  t h i rd of t he c i rc ump l ex s core 
d i str i b ut i o n was removed to def i ne two groups  of " H i gh "  and " Low"  
Hosti l e  
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Dominant 
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x x 
x x x x 
( x  
x 
x 
x x 
Friend l y- Dominant 
Group ) 
x 
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----------T;P - -----------------------
0 *  
------- --=11* 
S ubm i s s ive 
( Midd le Te rtile Remove d )  
( . 
Frie nd ly 
F r i e ndly-S ubm i s s ive 
Group ) 
*Note : Dom inant Ax i s  scores ad j u sted by 
subtrac t i ng the samp l e  mean . 
F igure 8 .  Derivation o f  groups o f  the Quadrant I ndependent 
Var i ab l e . 
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C i rcump l ex scores . The d i s tr i but i on ran ged from 6 to  1 60 w i t h x = 88 . 3 ,  
and SO  = 3 1 . 1 .  Subjects  who h ad scores i n  t he ou ter t h i rd of the 
C i rcump l ex d i s t r i but i on compr i sed the group  l ab l ed H i gh C i rcump l ex (M  
1 23 . 02 ,  S O  = 1 5 . 58 ,  r ange = 99 to 1 60 )  and subjects  who h ad scores i n  the 
i n ner th i rd of the d i s t r i b ut i on compr i sed the group  l abe l ed Low C i rcum­
p l ex ( M  = 53 . 7 7 ,  SO  = 1 5 . 36 ,  r ange = 6 to 7 2 ) .  F i gure 9 dep i c ts the H i gh 
and Low C i rcump l ex var i ab l e  groups . 
" E x tremen e s s "  Dependent V ar i ab l e .  ( Me asured by l AS r at i ng s  of eac h 
exper i ment al st i m u l u s ) .  The Extremeness v ar i ab l e  was a me as ure of how 
f ar from the c i rcump l ex or i g i n  subjects  perc e i v ed the actors  dep i c ted i n  
t he exper i ment a l  st i mu l i .  Subj ect rat i n gs were der i ved us i n g Leary ' s  
( 1 95 7 )  formu l a and the met hod ear l i er descr i bed for the der i v at i on of the  
c i rc ump l ex v ar i ab l e .  
" Octan t  Score"  Dependent  Var i ab l e .  ( Me a s ured by lAS r at i n g s  of 
each expe r i menta l  s t i mu l u s ) .  A second method of operat i on a l i z i ng t h e  
concept  of  re l at i ve extremeness  i n  sub j ec t s ' percept i on s  of t h e  
st i mu l us o thers was der i ved from t h e i r  r at i ngs o f  s t i mu l us o ther s  
o n  t h e  appropr i ate  Host i l e-Dom i n an t  an d Host i l e - Su bmi s s i ve sub s c a l es 
on t he  l A S ; the  " BC "  oct ant s core and t he " FG "  oct ant s core were 
exam i ned  for r at i ng s  by subject  groups  of the Host i l e -Dom i n an t  st i mu l u s 
and Host i l e-Subm i s s i ve st i mu l us ,  respect i ve l y .  
"Aff i l i at i on "  Dependent  V ar i ab l e .  The  Aff i l i at i on score was t h e  s um 
of t hree i t em scores t h at s ubjects  endor s ed after v i ew i ng each  s t i mu l us .  
Aff i l i at i on scores cou l d  range from 3 to  1 5 ,  w i t h  h i gher scores  
i n d i c at i ng greater des i re to affi l i ate w i t h  t he s t i mu l us  act or . 
" I dent i f i c at i on "  Dependent  V ar i ab l e .  The  I dent i f i c at i on score was 
Ho sti le 
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F igure 9 .  De r ivat i on o f  group s o f  the C i rcump lex 
I ndependent Var i ab l e . 
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s i m i l ar ly  generated from three i tems used to endor se percept i ons  of eac h 
s t i mu l u s .  H i gher I dent i f i cat i on scores i nd i c ated greater i dent i f i c at i on 
w i t h  the st imu l u s ac tor . 
"Aff i l i at i on -Cho i ce"  and " I dent i f i c at i on-Cho i ce"  Dependent 
Var i ab l es .  These were der i ved from two forced-cho i ce i tems at t he end of 
the exper iment that req u i red subjects  to i n d i cate the st i m i l us actor wi t h  
whom they mo st i dent i f i ed and des i red to aff i l i ate .  A val ue of  " 1 " 
i n d i c ated preference for the Host i l e-Submi s s i v e  st imu l us and " 2 "  for the 
Host i l e-Dom i n ant st i mu l u s .  
The An alyses 
E ach  of the subject var i ab l es ,  C i rcump l ex and Quadran t ,  were  
ex ami ned for d i s tr i but i on of  subject demograph i c s . The  demograph i c  
c h aracter i s t i c s  were even l y  represented across the i ndependent var i ab l es 
( i . e . , gender,  rac e ,  age , gr ade ,  and therapy exper i ence ) ,  except i n  the  
case  of C i rcump l ex and gender ( to be d i scus sed l ater ) . 
I n  u s i ng a 2 X 2  m i xed factor i a l des i gn ( or part i a l l y repeated 
measures ) ,  the subjec t  var i ab l e  ( i  . e . , Quadran t  or C i rcump l e x )  i n  each 
an a l ys i s  was s pec i f i ed as a "between subjec t s "  factor and St i mu l us Type 
C' a repeated "w i t h i n  subjec t s "  fac tor ( Keppel & S auf l ey ,  � 980 ; K i r k ,  
1968 ) .  Appropr i ate mean -square terms were used t o  test t he between 
ver s u s  the wi t h i n  subject factors wh i l e spec i fy i n g  Qu adr ant , C i rcump l ex ,  
an d St i mu l u s Type var i ab l es as f i xed effec t s , and s ubjects  as a random 
effec t .  When ce l l  s i zes  were unequ a l , one to two dat a  set s were  random l y  
se l ected and removed to a l l ow an a l yses w i th equal c ases per c e l l .  
Post  Hoc An a lys i s  
Gender type was the  subjec t  var i ab l e  i n  a · po s t  hoc an a l ys i s .  I n  h i s 
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st udy of 610  North Amer i c an co l l ege st udents , W i gg i n s  ( 1 979 ) found , 
" c l ear-c u t ,  and to some extent pred i c t ab l e , sex d i fferences i n  se l f ­
report ( o n  the lAS ) "  ( p .  407 ) .  I n  h i s study,  men presented themse l v es on 
the  lAS octants  as more amb i t i ou s -domi n ant , arrogant -ca l c u l at i n g ,  co l d ­
qu arre l some , and a l oo f - i ntroverted th an d i d  women ; w h i l e  women presented 
thems e l ves as more gregar i o u s -extr averted , warm-agreeab l e , u n as s um i n g ­
i ngen uou s ,  and l azy-submi s s i v e  than a i d  men .  T h u s  women , i n  contrast  
to  men ,  s aw thems e l ves as  more fr i end ly  and somewh at more s ubm i s s i ve tnan  
d i d  men ( i . e . , t hey obta i ned h i gher scores on  oct an t s  on  the  r i ght  and 
l ower part of the i n terpersona l  c i rc l e ) . Men , i n  contrast  to women , s aw 
them s e l ves  as more  ho st i l e and somewh at rnore dom i n ant ( i . e . , t hey 
obt a i ned h i gher scores on oct ants on t he l eft and upper p art of t h e  
I nterperson a l  C i rc l e ) .  W i gg i n s  c aut i o n s  that not al l un i ver s i ty s amp l e s  
are so un i form l y  " s tereotyped . "  He h as found s amp l es t h at cont a i n  
d i ffer i ng propor t i on s  o f  comp l ete l y  " sex -rever sed"  subj ec t s . Bec ause  of 
t he sex d i fferences i n  s e l f -presen t at i on found by W i gg i n s ,  t he s amp l e  i n  
t h e  pre sent  st udy was checked  for any sex d i fferenc e s  th at cou l d  account  
for  resu l ts of the  an a l yses . Gender was  p a i red a s  an  i ndependent 
v ar i ab l e  wi t h  St i mu l u s Type acro s s  each  dependent var i ab l e ( f . e . , 
Extremen es s ,  Oct an t ,  Aff i l i at i on ,  and I dent i f i c at i on ) .  
Procedure 
Subject  Rec r u i tment 
S i g n - u p  s h ee t s  announc i n g  severa l  d ates  and t i mes of the exper i ment  
were pos t ed on  t h e  I ntroductory P sycho l ogy Exper i ment  �u l l et i n  Bo ard at a 
l arge M i dwestern Un i v er s i ty .  Subj e c t s  were  g i v en a br i ef descr i pt i on of  
t he s t udy and  to l d  t h at i t  wou l d  t ake about one  and  one-h a l f  hours  and 
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t h at c l as s  cred i t s  wou l d  be g i v en for the i r  part i c i p at i on .  
Admi n i s ter i ng t he  Treatment and Measures  
One l arge room equ i pped for v i deot ape v i ew i n g  was  used for al l 
f i ve of t he expe r i ment al admi n i s t r at i on s .  Grou ps of subjec ts were 
arranged to watc h  v i deot apes in co unter -ba l anced order to contro l  for 
order effec t s .  A max i mum of 50 subjects  were i n  each group . After 
comp l et i n g  a con s ent  form ( see Appen d i x  C )  s ubjec t s  were g i ven 
Quest i on n a i r e  #1 . ( Appen d i x  0 presents  a l l  of t he q ues t i on n a i res u s ed i n  
t he  study . ) Th i s  ques t i onn a i re con t a i ned  i n struc t i on s  to subjects  to 
record t h e i r  b i rthdat e ,  s ex ,  and gr ade i n  s c hoo l ,  fo l l owed by 
i n s t ru c t i on s  for comp l et i n g  the  1 28  i t em l AS b ased  upon how we l l the  
adj ec t i ves desc r i bed t he s u b j ec t s ' s e l f - i mpres s i o n s . The  ex per i menter  
read t he  d i rect i on s  a l oud  an d an nounced t h at any per son who  wi s hed to  
know a def i n i t i on of any  adj ec t i ve wh i l e comp l et i ng t he s c a l e  cou l d  
r a i s e  h i s  or her hand  t o  rece i v e he l p ( t h i s  procedure i s  recommended by 
W i g g i n s ,  1 9 79 ) .  Subjects  comp l eted t h e  l AS ,  and t hen an swered t hree 
other ques t i on s  at the en d of the  quest i onn a i r e .  The  l as t  quest i on s  
a sked for s ub ject s ' grade po i nt average,  ethn i c  or i g i n ,  and whether 
t h ey have ever rece i ved cou n s e l i n g  or psychother apy ( i f  an s wer i n g , " yes , "  
t h ey were a s k ed to  i n d i c ate n umber of s es s i o n s ) .  
When s ub jec t s  f i n i s hed , Q ues t i on n a i re # 1  w as co l l ec ted an d t hey were 
g i ven Ques t i on n a i re #2 . The ex per i me n t er read a l oud t he i n s t r uc t i ons  to  
s ub jec t s  exp l a i n i n g t h at they were abo ut to watc h  a s i mu l ated co uns e l i n g  
s es s i on and t h at t h ey wou l d  be a s k ed to g i ve t h e i r  perc ep t i on s  of t he 
person d e p i c ted on t he  v i deo -t ape u s i n g the  1 2 8  i t em check l i s t .  Subj ect s  
watc hed t h e  f i r s t  f i v e -m i n u t e  v i d eot ape and t h ea comp l eted t h e  I AS .  S i x  
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other ques t i on s  fo l l owed the l AS i n  the  second quest i on n a i r e .  These 
quest i on s  as ked s ub jects  to j udge on f i ve-po i nt s c a l es how we l l  t hey 
be l i eved t hat they cou l d  aff i l i ate wi th the per son depi cted on t ape , as 
we l l  as t h e i r  i dent i f i c at i on w i t h  or s i m i l ar i ty to t he person s hown . 
When subjec t s  comp l eted th i s  ph ase of the exper i men t ,  ques t i on n a i res were 
c o l l ected . 
Que s t i onn a i re #3 was then g i v en to subjec t s  and the exper i menter 
read t he d i rect i ons  a l o ud . Subjec t s  were to l d  t hat j u st as in the 
preceed i n g ph a s e ,  they wo u l d  wat c h  a v i deot ape of a s i mu l at ed cou n se l i n g  
se s s i on and comp l ete t he adjec t i ve check l i st .  After watch i ng t he t ape , 
s ubj ec t s  comp l eted the l AS and  the  s ame s i x  quest i on s  as i n  the second 
quest i on n a i re .  Several o t her i tems t hen fo l l owed . As a process  checK , 
s ub jec t s  were asked to i nd i c ate how we l l they cou l d  see and hear the  
v i deotapes . I n  add i t i o n ,  t hey were a s ked to  choose wh i ch s t i mu l u s person  
d e p i c tea on the v i deot apes was mos t  s i m i l ar to the subjec t ,  ana  t hen to  
r ate  t he s trength  of t h e i r  preference for the  c ho sen s t i mu l us o ther . I n  
t h e  f i na l  ques t i on s , s ub jects  were asked wh i ch s t i mu l u s per son shown on 
the v i deot apes t h ey wou l d  prefer to i n ter act  w i th  regu l ar l y, and to r ate  
t h e  s trength  of the i r  preference . 
At t he  conc l u s i on of the exper i men t ,  the  exper i menter co l l ec ted the  
l as t  quest i onn a i re and  an nounced t h at s t udents  who  wan t ea to rec e i ve a 
s ummary of the  st udy cou l d  f i l l  out  an add�e s s  on the env e l o pes  t h at were 
prov i ded . S t udents  were t h an k ed for t h e i r  part i c i p a t i on i n  the s t u dy and 
d i sm i s sed . 
Hypotheses  and  An a l yses  
A two -way an a l ys i s of v ar i ance  ( ANOVA ) was .  used  to determ i ne t he  
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effec t s  of l AS se l f -r at i ngs  of extremeness  on subject s '  l AS r at i ngs  of 
t he extremeness in i n terpersonal  or i en t at i on of the st i mu l us other s .  
I t  was expected th at subjec t s  who were  more extreme ( H i g h C i r c um­
p l ex )  wo u l d  r ate the two st i mu l us others as  more extreme t h an wou l d  
subjects  who were l es s  extreme ( Low C i rcump l ex ) .  
A two -way an a l ys i s  of v ar i ance  ( ANUVA ) was usea to determ i ne t h e  
effects of subject  se l f -rated l A S  q uadrant  c l ass i f i c at i on o n  l AS r at i n gs 
of t he extremeness  in i n terper so n al or i entat i on of t he s t i mu l u s others . 
I t  was expected t hat FD  and F S  subjects  wou l d  systemat i c a l l y  d i ffer 
in  t h e i r  r at i n gs of t he extremeness  of t he s t i mu l u s others . 
Spec i f i c a l l y ,  a quadrant  x st i mu l u s i n terac t i on was expected so t ha t  
F r i e n d l y -Dom i n ant s ubjects  wou l d  r ate t he  Hos t i l e -Domi n ant s t i mu l us a s  
more extreme t han wou l d  F r i end l y-Subm i s s i ve subjec t s , and Fr i end l y­
Subm i s s i ve subjects  wou l d  r ate t h e  Host i l e -Submi s s i ve s t i mu l us as more 
extreme t h an wo u l d the  Fr i en d l y-Dom i n an t  s ub j ec t s .  Th i s  hypot h e s i s  was 
tested by oper at i on a l i z i n g the  dependent v ar i ab l e , extremeness , in two 
ways : 
( a )  E x tremene s s  Score , as measured by now far from the  c i r c ump l ex 
r i g i n  s ub j ects  per c e i v ed t he s t i mu l us  o ther s ,  and 
( b )  O c t an t  Score , as measured by s ub ject  rat i n g s  on appro pr i at e  
Host i l e -Dom i n ant and Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve s ubsc al es  ( BC a n d  F G  oct ant  
s cores for  Host i l e - Dom i n an t  st i mu l u s and Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve st i mu l u s ,  
respect i ve l y ) . 
A two -way an a l ys i s  of var i ance  ( ANOVA ) was  used to determ i ne t he  
effect s  of s u b j ec t s ' I AS s e l f -rat i n gs of q u adrant  c l as s i f i c at i on on  
r at i ngs  of i dent i f i c at i o n  w i t h  the  st i mu l u s other s ,  and of des i re to 
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aff i l i ate wi t h  the s t i mu l u s others . Subjec t s  prov i ded th i s  i n format i on 
both a )  after v i ew i ng eac h  s t i mu l us other o n  t he v i deot ape and rat i ng 
the i r  res ponses  on f i ve-po i n t sc a l es , and b )  after v i ew i n g  both st i mu l u s 
others and u s i ng a forced -cho i ce format to r ate t h e i r  preferences . 
I t  was expec ted th at there wou l d  be an i n terac t i on between subj ec t  
q uadrant c l as s i f i c at i on and i dent i f i c at i on w i th s t i mu l us other s . 
Spec i f i c a l l y ,  i t  was expec ted that Fr i end l y-Dom i n an t  subj ec t s  wo u l d  
i nd i c ate greater i dent i f i c at i on w i th  t he  Ho s t i l e -Oom i n ant s t i mu l us t h an 
wou l d  F r i en d l y-Subm i s s i v e subjec t s , and Fr i en d l y-Submi s s i v e  subj ec t s  
wou l d  i n d i c ate greater i dent i f i c at i on w i th  t h e  Ho st i l e -Subm i s s i ve 
s t i mu l u s  t h an wo u l d  Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant  subjec t s . 
Th i s  hypothes i s  was tes ted by operat i on a l i z i ng t he depencen t 
meas ur e ,  i dent i f i c at i on ,  i n  two ways : 
( a )  I dent i f i c at i on Score ,  as me asured by r a t i n gs of degree o f  
i dent i f i c at i on after v i ew i n g  each st i mu l u s other , and 
( b )  I dent i f i c at i on -Cho i ce ,  as measured by force d -c ho i ce r at i ngs  o f  
i dent i f i c at i on after v i ew i n g  both  st i mu l u s other s .  
I t  was expec ted t h at t here wou l d  be an i nt e r ac t i on between s u b j ec t  
q � ad r an t  c l as s i f i c at i on and des i re to aff i l i at e  w i t h  st i mu l u s other s .  
Spec i f i c a l l y ,  i t  was expected t h at Fr i en d l y -Dom i n ant s u b j ec t s  wou l d  
i n d i c at e  great er preference to aff i l i at e  wi t h  the Host i l e -Subm i s s i v e 
s t i mu l u s t h an wo u l d  Fr i en d l y-Submi s s i ve s u b j ec t s , and F r i enc l y-Subm i s s i v e 
s ub jec t s  wo u l d  i n d i c ate greater preference  to aff i l i ate  w i t h  the  H o st i l e ­
Dom i n ant s t i mu l us  t h an wou l d  F r i en d l y -Dom i n ant s ub ject s .  
Th i s  hypothes i s  was tes ted by oper at i on a l i z i n g t he  dependent  
measure ,  aff i l i at i on ,  i n  two ways : 
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( a )  Aff i l i at i on S core , as measured by rat i ng s  of des i re to aff i l i ate 
after v i ew i ng each s t i mu l us other , and 
( b )  Aff i l i at i on -Cho i c e ,  as measured by forced -cho i ce rat i ng s  of 
aff i l i at i on aft er v i ew i ng both s t i mu l us others . 
Overv i ew 
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Ch apter I V  
Res u l t s  
A 2 x 2 m i xed fac tor i a l des i gn ( p art i a l l y repeated measures ) was 
u sed to exami ne subjects ' rat i n gs of the two s t i mu l i  i n  a ser i es of 
an a l yses  wi t h  the  fo l l owi n g  three i n dependent  var i ab l es :  ( 1 )  Q u adr ant  
as  measured hy  s e l f -rat i n g on  t he  l AS ,  ( 2 )  C i rcump l ex as measured by 
s e l f -r at i n gs on the  l AS ,  and ( 3 )  Gender . Wh i l e the  part i c u l ar 
comb i n at i on of i n dependent and dependent v ar i ab l es d i ffered i n  t h e  
i n d i v i d u a l  an a l yses , t h e  dependen t v ar i ab l es were t h e  fo l l ow i n g :  
( 1 )  E xt remeness  as measured by s e l f -r at i n gs of the s t i mu l us  others on  
t h e  l AS , ( 2 )  Oct ant as  meas ured by rat i n gs of the st i mu l u s others  on  the  
lAS , ( 3 )  I dent i f i c at i on as  meas ured by  r at i n gs of t he degree of  
i dent i f i cat i on w i t h  t he  st imu l u s ot hers  after v i ew i n g  each  st i mu l u s ,  
( 4 )  Aff i l i at i on as me asured by r at i n gs of des i re to aff i l i ate  w i th t h e  
s t i mu l u s others  aft er v i ew i n g  eac h st i mu l u s .  One-way an a l yses  o f  
var i ance  ( ANOVAs ) were u s ed for t h e  f i n al two dependent v ar i ab l es ,  
( 5 )  I dent i f i c at i on -Cho i ce as meas ured by forced -cho i ce rat i n g s  of 
i dent i f i c at i on after v i ew i n g  both s t i mu l us  other s ,  and ( 6 ) Aff i l i at i on ­
Cho i ce as measured by forced c ho i ce rat i n gs  of aff i l i at i on after v i ew i n g  
both s t i mu l us o ther s .  T ab l e  5 s pec i f i es t he re l at i on s h i p  o f  t hese  
v ar i ab l es to t he  s t udy ' s  hypotheses  an d add i t i o n a l  an a l yses t h at were 
comp l eted . 
Subj ect  Extremene s s  
S ub ject  I AS r at i n g s  o f  the  st i mu l i  were  grouped by C i rcump l ex 
scores  ( H i gh or  LOw ) b a sed on s e l f-rat i n gs on t h e  I AS ,  and by St i mu l u s  
Type ( Ho s t i l e - Dom i n an t  or H o s t i l e -Submi s s i ve ) , re s u l t i n g i n  t he  
Test of  Hypotheses  
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Tab l e  5 
Spec i f i c at i on of  Var i ab l es i n  
Hypotheses  an d Add i t i on a l  An a l yses 
An a l ys i s  1 I ndependent Var i ab l es :  St i mu l us Type ( HD and H S ) 
and C i rc ump l ex ( H i gh and Low ) 
Dependent Var i ab l e :  Extremeness  
An a l ys i s  2 I n dependent Var i ab l e s :  St i mu l u s Type ( HD  an d rlS ) 
and Quadrant ( F D  and F S ) 
Dependent Var i ab l es :  A )  Extremeness  and B )  Oct an t  
An a l ys i s  3 I n dependent Var i ab l e s :  St i mu l u s Type ( H D  an d HS ) 
and Quadrant  ( F O and F S )  
Dependent  Var i ab l e s :  A )  I d ent i f i c at i on an d 
B )  I den t i f i c at i on -Cho i ce 
An a l ys i s  4 I n dependent Var i ab l e :  St i mu l u s Type ( HU and H S ) 
and Quadrant  ( F D and F S )  
Dependent Var i ab l e s :  A )  Aff i l i at i on and  
b )  Aff i l i at i on -Cho i ce 
Add i t i on a l  An a l yses  
An a l ys i s  5 I n dependent Var i ab l e s :  St i mu l u s Type ( HD and  H S ) 
and  C i rc ump l ex ( H i gh and Low ) 
Dependent  Var i ab l es :  Oct an t ,  I d en t i f i c at i on , 
Aff i l i at i on 
An a l ys i s 6 I n dependent Var i ab l es :  St i mu l u s Type ( HD and H S ) 
and Gender ( M a l e  an d Fema l e )  
Dependent  Var i ab l e s :  Extremenes s , Oct ant , 
I den t i f i c at i on ,  and Aff i l i at i on .  
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two -by-two des i g n .  A two -way ANOVA was  performed on  each  of four 
rat i n gs of t he st i mu l i ,  Extremenes s ,  Oct an t ,  I dent i f i cat i on ,  and 
Aff i l i at i on . Me ans and st and ard  dev i at i on s  for the four rat i n gs are 
shown i n  Tab l e  6. Summary t ab l es of the  ANOVA res u l t s are presented i n  
Appen d i x  E .  
On the Extremeness  meas ure , mean s of the H i gh C i rcump l ex grou p  were 
h i gher ( M = 95 . 76  an d 96 . 42 for t he  Host i l e -Dom i n ant  an d Host i l e -
Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s ,  respect i ve l y ) t h an mean s for the  Low C i r c ump l ex 
gro u p  ( M  = 7 6 . 78 and 7 6 . 94 for t he  Host i l e -Dom i n ant and Ho s t i l e-
Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s ,  respect i ve l y ) . The d i fferences i n  H i g h an d Low 
C i rcumpl ex group  means resu l ted i n  a s i gn i f i cant m a i n  effec t ,  � ( 1 ,  98 ) 
= 20 . 59 ,  p < . 00 1 . There were not s i gn i f i cant d i fferences i n  means  for 
t he  Host i l e -Dom i n ant and Host i l e-Submi s s i ve st i mu l i ,  � ( 1 ,  98 ) = . 02 ,  
p < . 8 76 . There was a l so no s i gn i f i c ant  i n terac t i on effect for 
C i r c ump l ex and St i mu l us type , � ( 1 ,  98) = . 01 ,  p < . 92 4 .  
O n  t he  Octant  measure , mean s for the  H i gh C i rcump l ex grou p  were 
h i gher (M = 6 7 . 86 and 68 . 76  for t he  Ho s t i l e -Domi nant s t i mu l us and 
Host i l e-Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s ,  respec t i ve l y ) t h an were means  for t he  Low 
C i rc ump l ex gro u p  ( M  = 64 . 02 an d 60 . 90 for t h e  Hos t i l e - Dom i n ant  and 
Host i l e -Submi s s i ve st i mu l i ) . The s e  d i fferences were s i g n i f i c an t , � ( 1 ,  
9 8 )  = 2 3 . 0 1 ,  p < . 00 1 . The d i fferences among means for t h e  Host i l e ­
Dom i n ant  and Host i l e -Submi s s i ve st i mu l i d i d  n o t  res u l t  i n  a s i gn i f i c an t  
ma i n  effect for St i mu l u s Type , � ( 1 ,  9 8 )  = 1 . 70 ,  p < . 19 5 .  However , 
t here was a s i gn i f i c an t  i n terac t i on effect for C i rcump l ex and S t i mu l u s 
Type ,  � ( 1 ,  98 )  = 5 . 59 ,  p < . 02 .  An i n s pect i on of group  means s hows 
t h at the Low C i rcump l ex group  as s i gned  h i gher Oct an t  scores to t he  
Ho s t i l e - Dom i n ant s t i mu l us t h an t h ey as s i gned to t h e  host i l e -Subm i s s i v e 
Subject  Group  
H i gh C i rcump l ex 
L ow C i rc ump l ex 
Tab l e  6 
Means an d St and ard Dev i at i ons  for R at i n gs of the St i mu l i 
for C i rcump l ex by St i mu l u s Type 
lAS R at i ngs  
S t i mu l u s Extre�s---act an t  
Quest i on n a i re R at i n�s 
I den tific ation Affn i at i on 
Host i l e -Domi n an t  
M 
SO 
Host i l e -Subm i s s i v e 
M 
SO 
Host i l e -Domi n ant 
M 
SO 
Host i l e -Submi s s i ve 
M 
So 
9 5 . 76  
1 8 . 51  
96 . 42 
24 . 66 
7 6 . 78 
2 5 . 01 
7 6 . 94 
30 . 18 
6 7 . 86 
6 . 0Y 
68 . 76 
6 . 93 
64 . 02 
7 . 19 
bO . 90 
9 . 1 7 
5 . 06 
2 . 1 5 
6 . 1 6  
L . 4� 
5 . 52 
2 . 83 
6 . 94 
2 . �5 
6 . 44 
2 . 88 
7 . 48 
2 . 92 
7 . 16 
2 . 1)9 
7 . 4t) 
2 . 92 
Note : H i gh scores i n d i c ate  more extreme percept i on s  of the s t i mu l i for the Extremeness  and 
Oc t ant measures , wh i l e  h i gh scores i nd i c ate preference for the s t i mu l i  on the 
I dent i f i c at i on and Aff i l i at i on measures . 
" 
0'> 
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st imu l u s ,  wh i l e t h e  H i g h C i rcump l ex group  d i ffered l i tt l e  i n  Oct ant  
rat i n gs as s i gned to t he two st i mu l i .  
On the I dent i f i c at i on measure , mean s of h i g h  and l ow subject  groups  
were not  s i gn i f i c ant l y  d i fferent ,  � ( 1 ,  98 ) = 2 . 40 ,  p < . 1 2 5 .  Howev er , 
mean s for t he  Host i l e-Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s were  h i gher ( M  = 6 . 16  and 6 . 94 
for the  H i gh and Low C i rc umpl ex gro u p s ,  respec t i ve l y )  t h an means for t h e  
Ho st i l e-Domi n an t  st i mu l u s ( M  = 5 . 06 and 5 . 52 f o r  H i gh and L o w  C i r c ump l ex 
grou ps ) ,  ( 1 ,  9 8 )  = 1 3 . 8 1 ,  p < . 0003 .  There was not a s i gn i f i c ant  
C i rcump l ex by  St i mu l u s Type i n terac t i on effec t , F ( 1 ,  98 ) = . 22 ,  p < 
. 638 . 
On the  Aff i l i at i on measure , means  of the H i gh and Low C i rc ump l ex 
groups were not s i gn i f i c ant l y  d i fferent , � ( 1 , 98 ) = 1 . 1 3 ,  p < . 29 1 .  A s  
i n  t he  I dent i f i cat i on measure , however , means  for the  Host i l e -Submi s s i ve 
s t i mu l us were h i gher ( M  = 7 . 48 and 7 . 68 for t h e  H i gh and Low C i r c ump l ex 
grou p s , respec t i ve l y )  t h an means  for the  Host i l e -Dom i n an t  st i mu l us  ( M  
6 . 44 and 7 . 16 for H i gh and Low C i r cump l ex groups ) ,  � ( 1 , 98 )  = 3 . 9 3 ,  p < 
. 05 .  There was not a s i gn i f i c an t  C i r c ump l ex by St i mu l u s Type i n t e r ­
act i on effect f o r  t he  Aff i l i at i on measure ,  � ( 1 ,  9 8 )  = . 44 ,  p < . 5 1 1 .  
Subject  Quadran t  
S u b j e c t s ' l AS r at i n g s  o f  the st i mu l i were  grouped by Q u ad r an t  
scores  ( Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant or  Fr i en d l y-Submi s s i v e )  based o n  se l f - r at i ng s  
o n  t h e  l AS ,  and by St i mu l u s Type ( Ho st i l e -Dom i n an t  o r  H o st i l e ­
Submi s s i ve ) .  A two -way ANOVA was performed o n  each of the four r at i n g s  
of  t he  st i m u l i ,  Extremeness , Oct an t ,  I dent i f i c at i o n ,  and Aff i l i at i on .  
Means and s t an dard dev i at i ons  for t h e se four mea s ures  are g i ven i n  
Tab l e  7 .  Summary t ab l e s of the  ANOVA r es u l t s  are presented i n  
Tab l e  7 
Means an d St and ard Dev i at i ons  for Rat i ngs of the  St i mu l i 
for Quadr ant by St i mu l us Type 
lAS  R at i n gs  Quest i onn a i re R at i n9s 
l dent ifi c at ion Affiliat i on Subject  Group  St i mu l u s 
F r i end l y-Domi n ant Ho st i l e -Dom i n ant  
M 
SO 
Host i l e -Submi s s i ve 
M 
SO 
F r i end l y-Subm i s s i ve Ho st i l e -Dom i n ant 
M 
SO 
Host i l e -Submi s s i ve 
M 
SO 
Extremeness  
87 . 84 
23 . 74 
93 . 87 
28 . 81 
88 . 00 
2 5 . 08 
84 . 2 2 
2 5 . 60 
Oct ant  --
66 . 40 
6 . 95 
65 . 29 
6 . 95 
66 . 33 
7 . 10 
64 . 78 
8 . 74 
5 . 56 
2 . 48 
5 . 75 
2 . 59 
4 . 73 
2 . 19 
7 . 87 
2 . 59 
7 . 0Y 
2 . 95 
6 . 89 
2 . 22 
5 . 85 
2 . 65 
8 . 33 
3 . 61 
Note : H i gh scores i n d i c ate  more extreme percept i o n s  of the st i mu l i for the txtremene s s  and 
Octant me asure s ,  wh i l e h i gh scores i n d i c ate preference f or the s t i mu l i  on the 
I d ent i f i c at i on and Aff i l i at i on me asures . 
" 
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Appen d i x  F .  One-way ANOVAs were used for two other measures , 
I dent i f i c at i on -Cho i ce an d Aff i l i at i on -Cho i ce .  Means and st and ard 
dev i at i on s  for these measures are shown in  Tab l e  9 .  Re s u l t s  of the 
ANOVAs are shown i n  Append i x  G .  
O n  t h e  Extremeness  measure , means o f  t h e  Fr i end l y-Dom i n ant  and 
Fr i end l y-Subm i s s i ve subject groups were not s i gn i f i c ant l y  d i fferent , F 
( 1 ,  1 08 ) = 1 . 42 ,  p < . 236 . There were not s i g n i f i c an t d i fferences  i n  
means for the  Host i l e -Dom i n ant an d Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve s t i mu l i ,  f ( 1 ,  
1 08 )  = . 24 ,  p < . 62 7 .  There was , however , a s i gn i f i c ant i n ter ac t i on 
effect for Quadrant and St i mu l u s Type ,  f ( 1 ,  108 )  = 4 . 50 ,  p < . 03 6 .  
I n spec t i on o f  group  mean s shows that the Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant  gro u p  as s i gned  
h i gher Extremeness  scores  to  t h e  Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve s t i mu l u s ( M = 93 . 87 )  
t han to the  Host i l e -Dom i n ant st i mu l u s ( M  = 87 . 84 ) ,  wh i l e  the  Fr i en d l y­
Submi s s i ve group  g ave h i gher  Extremeness scores to t h e  rlost i l e - Dom i n ant  
s t i mu l u s ( M = 88 . 00 )  t h an to  the  H o st i l e -Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s ( M = 84 . 22 ) .  
On t h e  Oc t ant measure ,  the d i fferen ce between means for t h e  
F r i en d l y-Dom i n an t  and Fr i end l y-Submi s s i v e  groups  d i d n o t  res u l t  i n  a 
s i gn i f i c ant  m a i n  effect  for Quadran t ,  f ( 1 ,  108 ) = 1 . 42 ,  p < . 2 3 5 .  
D i fferences  i n  means  for t h e  Host i l e - Domi n ant  and H o st i l e -S u bm i s s i ve 
st i mu l i on t h e  Oct ant me asure were not s i gn i f i c an t ,  f ( 1 ,  108 ) = . 10 ,  
p < . 7 53 . There a l so was no s i gn i f i c ant  Qu adr ant by St i mu l u s  Type 
i n ter ac t i on effec t , f ( 1 ,  108 ) = . 06 ,  p < . 8 1 4 .  
For I d ent i f i c at i o n , mean s for the Fr i e n d l y -Dom i n ant  and F r i end l y ­
Submi s s i ve q u adrant group  d i d  not s i gn i f i c ant l y  d i ffer from e ac h  o t h er , 
f ( 1 ,  1 0 8 )  = 2 . 8 7 ,  p < . 09 3 . A ma i n  effec t for St i mu l u s Type was 
found , f ( 1 ,  1 0 8 )  = 30 . 08 ,  p .  < . 000 1 .  S u b j ec t s  i nd i c at ed greater 
i dent i f i c a t i on  w i t h  the  H o st i l e -Subm i s s i v e s t i mu l u s t h an w i t h  t h e  
Subject  Group  
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Tab l e  8 
Means and Standard Dev i ati ons for 
Rat i n gs of the St i mu l i for Quadrant 
I dent i f i c at i on -Cho i ce Aff i l i at i on-Cho i ce 
Fr i en d l y-Dom i n an t  
S O  
1 .  4 3  
. 56 
1 .  41  
. 56 
F r i en d l y-Submi s s i ve 
SO 
NOTE : 1 
2 
1 .  4 1  
. 5 3 
1 .  35  
. 58 
Preference for the Host i l e -Submi s s i ve s t i mu l us and 
Preference for t he  Host i l e -Domi n ant · st i mu l us .  
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Host i l e -Dom i n an t  st i mu l u s .  I n  add i t i on ,  there was a Quadran t  by 
St i mu l u s Type i nterac t i on effec t ,  I ( 1 ,  1 08 )  = 23 . B 7 ,  p < . 0001 .  The  
mean was  h i gher for the  Fr i en d l y-Submi ss i ve group ' s  rat i n g of  the  
Ho st i l e -Subm i s s i ve st i mu l u s ( M  = 7 . B7 )  when compared to t he mean for t h e  
Ho st i l e-Dom i n an t  st i mu l u s ( M  = 4 . 73 ) ,  wh i l e mean s were s i m i l ar for the  
F r i end l y -Dom i n ant subjects  ( M  = 5 . 7 5 for  t h e  Ho st i l e -Subm i s s i ve st i mu l u s 
and M = 5 . 56 for the  Host i l e -Dom i n ant  st i mu l u s ) .  Th i s  resu l t  i n d i c ates  
t h at Fr i end l y-Submi s s i ve s ubjects  i dent i f i ed more w i th t he  Host i l e ­
Subm i s s i ve st i mu l u s t h an wi t h  the  Host i l e -Dom i n an t  st i mu l u s ,  wh i l e 
Fr i end l y-Dom i n ant s ubjects  d i d  not h ave a strong preference between t h e  
st i m u l i .  
On  t he  Aff i l i at i on me asure , mean s for the Fr i en d l y -Dom i n an t  and 
Fr i end l y -Subm i s s i ve groups were not s i gn i f i c an t l y  d i fferent , I ( 1 ,  lOB ) 
= . 06 ,  p < . BO . There was a mai n effect for S t i mu l u s Typ e ,  I ( 1 ,  lOB ) 
9 . 50 ,  p < . 00 3 .  Subjects  i n d i c at ed a preference to aff i l i ate w i th t h e  
Ho st i l e-Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s rather t h an the  Host i l e-Dom i n an t  st i mu l u s .  
There was a l so a Quadr ant by S t i mu l u s Type i n terac t i on effec t ,  I ( 1 , 
lOB ) = 1 3 . 1 5 ,  p < . 0004 . The  mean was h i gher for t he  Fr i end l y-Subm i s s i ve 
group ' s  r at i ng of t h e  Host i l e -Submi s s i ve s t i mu l u s ( M  = B . 3 3 )  when compared 
to  the mean for the Host i l e -Dom i n an t  st i mu l u s ( M  = 5 . B5 ) ,  wh i l e  means  wer e  
s i m i l ar for t h e  Fr i en d l y -Dom i n ant s ub j ec t s  ( M  = 6 . B9 for t h e  Ho s t i l e­
Submi s s i v e s t i mu l u s and M = 7 . 09 for  the  H o st i l e -Dom i n an t  st i mu l u s ) .  
Th i s  resu l t  i n d i c ates  the  Fr i en d l y -Subm i s s i ve s ubjects  h ad a great er 
preference to aff i l i at e  w i t h  t he  Ho st i l e - Submi s s i v e st i mu l us  rather  t h an 
t h e  Ho s t i l e -Dom i n ant  s t i mu l u s ,  w h i l e  F r i en d l y -Dom i n ant  s ubjects  d i d  not 
h av e  a strong preference between the  st i mu l i .  
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On t h e  I dent i f i c at i on -Cho i ce measure , rat i n gs by t h e  Fr i en d l y­
Dom i n ant and Fr i end l y-Subm i s s i ve subject groups were M = 1 . 43 and M 
1 . 4 1 ,  respec t i ve l y  ( 1  = preference  for the  Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve st i mu l us ,  
and 2 = preference for t he  Ho st i l e -Dom i n ant s t i mu l u s ) .  A one-way ANOVA 
was used to determ i ne th at these d i fferences  were not s i gn i f i c an t , � ( 1 ,  
I l l )  = . 01 6 ,  p < . 898 .  
O n  the  Aff i l i at i on -Cho i ce measure , rat i n gs by the Fr i en d l y-Domi n an t  
and Fr i en d l y-Subm i s s i ve s ubjec t  groups were M = 1 . 4 1 a n d  M = 1 . 3 5 ,  
respec t i ve l y  ( 1  = preference for the Host i l e -Subm i s s i v e st i mu l u s ,  and 2 
= 
preference for t h e  Host i l e -Domi n ant s t i mu l u s ) .  A one-way ANOVA �as  
u s ed to  determ i ne that  these  d i fferences  were not s i gn i f i c an t , F ( 1 ,  
I l l )  = . 40 ,  p < . 52 8 .  
Subject  Gender 
I n  the  f i n a l an a l yses , s ubjec t s ' l AS r at i ng s  of the st i mu l i were  
grouped by Gender ( ma l e  or  fema l e ) ,  and  t he by  St i mu l u s Type ( Ho s t i l e ­
Dom i n an t  o r  Host i l e -Submi s s i ve ) . Two -way ANO VAs were performed o n  each  
of t he four  r at i n gs of t he s t i mu l i ,  Extremenes s ,  Octant , I dent i f i c at i on , 
and Aff i l i at i on .  Me an s and st an d ard  dev i at i o n s  for these  measures  are 
g i ven i n  Tab l e  9 .  S ummary t ab l es o f  t h e  ANOVA res u l ts are presented i n  
Appen d i x  H .  
O n  t he  Extremene s s  meas ure , women ' s  rat i ng s  res u l ted  i n  
s i gn i f i c an t l y  h i gher mean s ( M  = 88 . 47 and  87 . 02 for t h e  Ho s t i l e -Dom i n an t  
and Host i l e-Subm i s s i ve st i mu l i ,  respec t i v e l y )  t h an d i d men ' s  rat i n gs  ( M  
= 8 1 . 43 an d 8 1 . 02 for t he  Hos t i l e -Dom i n ant and Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve 
st i mu l i ,  respec t i ve l y ) , F ( 1 ,  1 60 )  = 3 . 80 ,  p < . 05 3 ) . There were  not  
s i gn i f i c ant  d i fferences in  means  for  the  Host i l e -Dom i n an t  and Ho st i l e -
Subj ect  Group  
M a l es  
T ab l e  9 
Means and St and ard Dev i at i on s  for Rat i ngs  of the  St i mu l i 
for Gender by St i mu l u s  Type 
St i mu l us 
Ho st i l e -Domi n an t  
M 
SO 
Host i l e -Submi s s i v e 
M 
SO 
l AS R at i ngs  
Ext remeness  Oct ant 
81 . 43 63 . 70 
24 . 85 7 . 9 1 
81 . 02 63 . 74 
2 7 . 00 8 . 5U 
Ques t i on n a i re krt1ngi 
l dentlfl c atlon  Af 1 l a  i on 
5 . 5 5 6 . 62 
2 . 56 2 . 88 
6 . 92 7 . 94 
2 . 59 2 . 93 
-- --- - -- - -- --- - -
- - ---- -----�.--- --- - - .... _-- - -- - -- - -- - - -- -. -------
Fema l es Ho st i l e -Domi n ant 
M 
SD 
Host i l e -Submi s s i ve 
M 
SO 
88 . 47 
1 9 . 65 
87 . 02 
2 7  . 46 
66 . 02 
6 . 2H 
64 . %  
8 . 69 
5 . 43 
2 . 5 1 
6 . 7 3 
3 . 02 
6 . 70 
2 . 89 
7 . 68 
3 . 1 6 
Note : H i gh scores i nd i c ate  more extreme percept i on s  of the st i rnu l i for the Extremeness  and 
Oct ant meas ure s ,  wh i l e h i gh scores i nd i c ate preference for the s t i mu l i on the 
I dent i f i c at i on and Aff i l i at i on measures . 
co w 
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Submi ss i ve st i mu l i ,  £. ( 1 ,  1 60 )  = . 2 1 , p < . 650 . There was al so no 
s i gn i f i cant i n teract i on effect for Gender and St i mu l u s Type , F ( 1 ,  160 ) 
. 06 ,  P < . 800 . 
For the  Octant  measure ,  mean s of men ' s  and women ' s  rat i n gs were not 
s i gn i f i c ant l y  d i fferent , £. ( 1 ,  160 ) = 3 . 1 6 ,  p < . 07 .  There were not 
s i gn i f i c an t  d i fferences  in mean s for the Host i l e-Dom i n an t  and Host i l e ­
Subm i s s i ve s t i mu l i ,  £. ( 1 , 1 60 )  = . 4 7 ,  P < . 49 2 .  There was no 
s i gn i f i c an t  Gender an d St i mu l u s Type i n teract i on effec t ,  F ( 1 ,  1 60 )  
. 5 5 ,  p < . 46l . 
On t he  measure of I d ent i f i c at i on , mean s for men ' s  and women ' s  
r at i n gs were not s i gn i f i c ant l y  d i fferent from each other ,  £. ( 1 ,  1 6 0 )  
. 2 6 ,  p < . 6 1 4 .  There was a ma i n  effec t for St i mu l us  Type o n  t h e  
I dent i f i c at i on mea s ur e ,  £. ( 1 ,  1 60 )  = 2 3 . 30 ,  p < . 000 1 ; s ubjects  
i nd i c ated  greater i dent i f i c at i on  w i t h  the Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve st i mu l u s 
t h an w i t h  t h e  Host i l e -Dom i n ant st i mu l u s .  There were no s i gn i f i c ant 
i n terac t i on effec t s , £. ( 1 ,  1 60 )  = . 02 ,  p < . 89 3 .  
On t h e  meas ure o f  Aff i l i at i on , means for men ' s  and women ' s  r at i n g s  
were n o t  s i gn i f i cant l y  d i fferen t from each other , £. ( 1 ,  1 60 )  = . 07 ,  p < 
. 79 5 .  There was a ma i n  effect for S t i mu l u s Type on the measure of 
Aff i l i at i on ,  � ( 1 ,  1 60 )  = 1 2 . 37 ,  p < . 0006 ; s u b j ec t s  i n d i c ated  a greater 
preference to aff i l i ate  w i th  t h e  Host i l e-Subm i s s i ve s t i mu l us t h an w i th 
t he  Host i l e -Dom i n an t  st i mu l us .  There was no s i gn i f i cant  Aff i l i at i on by 
St i mu l u s Type i n t e r ac t i on effec t ,  � ( 1 ,  1 60 )  = . 28 ,  P < . 5 9 7 .  
Overv i ew 
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Ch apter V 
D i s c u s s i on 
The res u l t s  of the present study offer support  for the pred i c t i on s  
based o n  I nterperson a l  theory t h at extreme s e l f -presen t at i ons are 
re l ated to extreme percept i ons  of other s ,  an d t hat i n d i v i du a l s who have 
l ess  extreme se l f -presen t at i ons may be more respon s i ve to c h an g i ng 
s i t uat i on a l  ro l e  req u i rements  t han are i n d i v i d u a l s who have more extreme 
s e l f -present at i on s .  However , t he ro l e  of i nt er person al compl emen t ar i ty 
in percept i ons  of ot hers was not fo und to con form to expect at i on s .  
Resu l t s s u ggest t h at acomp l ement ary other s ,  t h o se who h ave se l f ­
presen t at i on s  that  are i n terper son a l l y  oppos i t e  of the per c e i vers ' ,  are 
seen as more extreme t h an are an t i comp l ement ary others . I n  add i t i on ,  i t  
was found that  perce i ver s ' reported i dent i f i c at i on and tenden c i e s  to 
aff i l i ate w i th  o thers may be i nf l uenced by s i t u at i on al factors r at her 
t h an by i n terperson a l  comp l emen t ar i ty when there are per c e i ved deman d 
c h ar ac t er i st i cs i n  t he s i t u at i on al cont ext . 
The f i r s t  hypot hes i s  pred i c ted th at subj ec t s  who wer e  more extreme 
b as ed on  l AS s e l f -r at i n gs wou l d  r ate t he two s t i mu l i as more extreme on  
t h e  l AS t h an wo u l d  subjec t s  who  were  less  extreme . Th i s  hypothes i s  was 
t e s t ed in t wo ways ; f i r s t ,  w i t h  the extremeness  measure , der i ved from 
lAS rat i n gs  of d i s t ance  of the st i mu l i from the or i g i n  of the  
I n terperson a l  C i rc l e ;  and  secon d ,  i n  an  add i t i on al an a l ys i s , w i th t h e  
o c t an t  measure , der i ved from rat i ng s  o f  t h e  st i mu l i o n  t h e  octants  t h at 
t he  en actmen ts  represen ted . I t  was found on both meas ures t h at extreme 
s ubjects  gave s i gn i f i c a n t l y  h i gher , more extreme rat i n g s  to bot h  t he  
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st imu l i t han d i d  l e ss  extreme subjects . It is as s umed by Interperson a l  
theor i s ts  t h at ext reme i nd i v i d u a l s  respond w i th an extreme or r i g i d  
styl e regard l es s  of the i n tens i ty l eve l  of act i on s  presented by ot her s .  
Res u l ts of t hese an a l ys es suggest t h at such a respon se to others may be 
based  on the  d i fferences  in  percept i ons  between more and less  extreme 
i nd i v i d u a l s .  
The second  hypothes i s  pred i c ted an i n terac t i on between subject  
q uadrant and  rat i ngs  of  the ext remeness of  the s t i mu l i .  F r i en d l y­
Dom i n an t  and Fr i end l y-Submi s s i ve subjects  were  expected to rate the i r  
ant i comp l ement ary st i mu l u s as more ex treme t h an they wou l d  rate the i r  
acomp l emen tary st i mu l u s .  Th i s  hypot hes i s  was a l so tested i n  two ways ; 
1 )  w i th t he ext remeness  me asure , and 2 )  w i th the oct ant measure . A 
s i gn i f i c ant  i n teract i on effec t was found  for the extremeness  measure . 
However , s ubjects  rated acomp l emen t ary st i mu l i ,  r ather t h an ant i ­
comp l ement ary st i mu l i ,  as most  ex treme . There was no i n terac t i on effec t 
for t he oct ant mea s ure . The resu l t s of t he f i rst meas ure suggest  t h at 
wh i l e perc ept i on s  may be i n f l uenced  by the type of I n terper son a l  C i rc l e  
comp l eme n t ar i ty between t he perce i ver and ot hers , ant i comp l ement ary 
o t hers  are not seen as more ex treme than  are acomp l ement ary ot her s .  
Res u l ts  of t he second me as ure may s u g gest  tnat  comp l eme n t a r i ty i s  not a 
v i ab l e  pre d i c tor of react i on s  to others  when re ac t i on s  are mea s u red  by 
s pec i f i ed sets  o f  I n terperson a l  C i rc l e segment descr i ptors . 
The th i rd hypot hes i s  pre d i c ted an i n t erac t i on between subject  
q uadrant  and  aegree of  i dent i f i c at i on w i th the st i mu l i .  The fourth  
hypo t h e s i s  pred i c ted an  i n terac t i on between s ubjec t  quadrant  and  des i re 
to aff i l i ate w i th  t he s t i mu l i .  S ub j ec t s  were expect ed to i dent i fy more 
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w i t h  the ant i comp l ement ary st i mu l us t h an w i t h  the acomp l emen t ary 
st i mu l us because of sh ared c h aracter i s t i cs  w i th the former on the  
dom i n ance -submi s s i on ax i s  of  the I n terperson a l  C i r c l e .  However , for 
des i re to affi l i at e ,  subjects  were expec ted to i nd i c ate greater 
attrac t i on  to the acomp l emen tary st imu l u s than w i t h  the ant i comp l e ­
ment ary s t i mu l us bec ause of the greater soc i a l exc h ange POS S i D i l i t i es 
theoret i c a l l y  i n herent i n  acomp l emen t ary ver sus  an t i comp l ement ary 
re l at i on s h i ps .  Res u l ts showed a m a i n  effect for s t i mu l us type for both  
the  " I den t i f i c at i o n "  and "Aff i l i at i on "  measures ; s ubjects  i n d i c ated  
greater i dent i f i c at i on and  des i re to  aff i l i ate w i th  t h e  Host i l e ­
Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s th an they d i d  wi t h  t h e  Host i l e -Dom i n ant  st i mu l u s .  
There was a l so a s i gn i f i c ant i n terac t i on effect for both of t hese 
measures . Fr i end l y-Subm i s s i ve subjects  preferred to i dent i fy and 
aff i l i ate w i th the Host i l e-Submi s s i ve s t i mu l u s r ather t h an w i th t h e  
Ho st i l e -Dom i n ant  st imu l u s ,  wh i l e Fr i end l y -Dom i n an t  subjects  d i d  not 
stron g l y  prefer one s t i mu l us over t he ot her on e i t her of t he two 
measure s . Th i s  f i n d i ng suggests  t h at the st i mu l us  s i t u at i on exerted  a 
more powerfu l  i n f l uence on subjec t s ' percept i ons t h an d i d  s ubject  and 
s t i mu l us comp l emen t ar i ty ,  and that  Fr i end l y-Subm i s s i ve subjects may have  
been most respon s i ve to  demand c h ar ac ter i st i c s t h at were l i k e l y  to  be  i n  
the  st i mu l us s i t u at i on ( i . e . , behav i o r  appropr i ate  to seek i ng he l p  i n  an 
i n i t i a l counse l i ng sess i on ) .  
I n  an add i t i o n a l  an a l ys i s ,  there was a s i gn i f i c ant  i n terac t i on 
effec t  for s ubj ect extremeness and rat i n gs of t he extremeness  of t he  
s t i mu l i o n  the  oc t an t  me as ure . L e s s  extreme sub j ec t s  rated  the  Host i l e ­
Dom i n ant s t i mu l us as more extreme t h an t hey rated t h e  Host i l e -Submi s s i ve 
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st i mu l u s .  More extreme subjects d i ffered l i tt l e  in  the i r  rat i ng s  of 
the s t i mu l i ;  wh i l e no hypothes i s  was forwarded for th i s  an a l ys i s , the  
f i nd i ngs  support the  theoret i c a l  not i on i n  I n terper son a l  l i terature 
t h at l e ss  extreme i nd i v i d u a l s are more respon s i ve to ch anges i n  
s i t u at i on a l  contexts th an are more extreme i nd i v i d u a l s .  Tr a i t s ,  rather 
t h an s i t u at i on s ,  may be better pred i ctors of the behav i or of persons  
w i t h  extreme se l f -present at i on s .  
Subj ect Se l f - Presentat i on s  
O u t  o f  1 74 i nd i v i du a l s or i g i n a l l y  samp l ed ,  on l y  f i ve  i nd i v i d u a l s 
were exc l uded from t he an a l yses because of se l f -present at i ons t h at 
were on the  l eft or ho st i l e s i de of the  c i rc l e .  Wh i l e the rema i n i n g  
s ubjec ts desc r i bed themse l ves i n  mos t l y  F r i end l y-Domi n ant terms , 
subject  qu adr ant groups  were  formed by d i v i d i n g the s amp l e i n to an 
u pper , dom i n ant t h i rd and a l ower , submi s s i ve t h i rd of t he tot al 
s amp l e .  Normat i v e  dat a  from the  samp l e  tested  by W i g g i n s  ( 1 979 ) 
showed a s i mi l ar c l u s ter i ng of subjects  i n  the  u pper , r i g ht q u adrant . 
W h i l e  i t  i s  p l aus i b l e  that many un i v er s i ty students  may be acc u r at e l y  
portr ay i ng  t he i r  i nterperso n a l  styl es w i th Fr i en d l y -Oom i n ant  l AS 
adjec t i ves , i t  i s  perh aps  more l i ke l y  th at soc i a l des i r ab i l i ty f i g ures  
prom i nent l y  i n  the i r  s e l f - present at i o n s .  A Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant  i nter ­
person a l  styl e i s  probab l y  the  most  soc i a l l y v a l ued of al l sty l e s  
for s tr i v i n g  young  adu l ts i n  North Amer i c an c u l t ur e .  Th i s  type o f  
behav i o r  may serve a s  a referenc e  po i n t o r  prototype i n  as sessment  
of i nterperso n al adj u s tment  ( Ro sc h , 1 9 7 5 ;  Ros c h ,  �1erv i  s ,  Gray, 
John son , & Boyer -Br aem , 1 9 76 ) . There i s  ev i dence t h at se l f ­
presen t at i on on t h e  l AS i s  moder ated by s ubjects ' des i re to c r e at e  
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a good i mpres s i on .  W i gg i n s ( 1 9 7 9 )  co l l ected soc i a l des i r ab i l i ty rat i ngs  
of lAS ad j ec t i ves from 100 undergrad u ates . I n  compar i ng h i s  tota l  
s amp l e  of  6 10  subjects '  mean se l f -report oct ant  scores w i t h  correspond ­
i ng mean soc i a l des i r ab i l i ty r at i ngs by t he sma l l er s amp l e ,  h e  con c l uded 
t h at the  frequen t l y  fo und re l at i onsh i p  between endorsement and 
des i rab i l i ty i s  found i n  t he i n terpersona l  doma i n  ( E dwards , 1 9 57 ) .  
W i gg i n s  desc r i bes  a number of efforts  by researc hers to cope wi t h  
the endorsement -des i rab i l i ty confound i n  s e l f -report person al i ty d at a .  
For examp l e ,  L aForge and Suczek  ( 1 959 ) rewrote the I C L  ( Leary, 1 95 7 ) 
phrases so t h at h a l f  of a l l undes i r ab l e  phr ases were made to sound 
soc i a l l y  des i r ab l e  ( e . g . , " C an be str i c t i f  nec e s s ary" ) and h a l f of 
a l l t he des i r ab l e  phrases were made to sound undes i r ab l e  ( e . g . , 
" Spo i l s  peop l e  wi t h  k i n dn t!s s " ) .  Ot her  procedures  to cope w i t h  
des i r ab i l i ty b i ases i nc l ude s t at i s t i c a l l y  remov i ng t he des i r ab i l i ty 
v ar i ance .  However , whether or not  i t  i s  even nec e s s ary to correct 
for soc i a l des i rab i l i ty s amp l e  skewnes s  ( s uch  as  found in  t he presen t 
s t udy ) i s  deb at ab l e .  W i gg i n s  prov i des  an i n t erest i n g  per spec t i ve on 
t h e  top i c :  
The  extent  to wh i c h an i n ves t i g ator may fee l the  need 
to ' correct for ' t he u b i q u i tous  endor sement -des i rab i l l ty 
confo un d  w i l l  vary w i t h  t he  purpose of the  i n vest i gat i o n  
and w i th t he i nvest i gator ' s  theoret i c al s t ance o n  t h e  
mean i ng o f  t h e  ev a l u at i v e  d i men s i on o f  affec t i ve mean ­
i n g s . A s et of i n ter person al v ar i ab l es t h at d i d  n o t  
d i ffer i n  des i r ab i l i ty ( o r  d i d no t revea l  sex d i ffer ­
ences ) wou l d  be a feeb l e  represen t at i on of rea l - l i fe 
c ategor i es of soc i a l  percept i on . . .  I n  any even t , 
i n terpr e t at i on of i n d i v i d u a l  and group scores on t h e  
i n ter per son a l  sc a l es shou l d  b e  made w i t h  referenc e  to 
normat i ve d at a  of k i nd prov i ded  . . .  Whet her or not 
a per son scores h i gh on warm-agreeab l e  or l ow on co l d ­
q u arre l some c an be j u dged on l y  w i t h  reference to t h e  
s cores  of  others . ( p .  408 ) 
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Tra i t  Res u l t s 
Sever a l  of the an a l yses con s i dered whether c haracter i s t i c s of 
subjects  accounted for r at i n gs of the st i mu l i .  The f i rst hypothes i s  was  
t h at subjects  who were more extreme on  l AS se l f -r at i n gs ( H i gh 
C i rc ump l ex )  wou l d  r ate the two s t i mu l us others as more ext reme on t h e  
l AS t h an wou l d  subjects  who were l es s  extreme ( Low C i rcump l ex ) .  The 
resu l t s s upported t h i s  hypothes i s .  
Leary ( 1 95 7 )  be l i eved  th at l es s  effect i v e  i nt erperson a l  fu nct i on i n g  
i s  marked by n arrow r an ges of i nt erpersona l  responses t h at are expres s ed 
i nt en s e l y  wheth er or not they are appro pr i ate to the  s i t u at i on . Less  
effect i ve i nterpersona l  funct i on i ng i s  c h aracter i zed by  extremeness  an d 
r i g i d i ty i n  res ponses  regard l es s  of the  i n ten s i ty l ev e l  of act i on s  
presented b y  other s .  Th i s  respond i ng exerts a " p u l l "  for s i mi l ar l y  
r i g i d  an d con s t r i cted re l at i on sh i ps wi t h  others  ( K i e l ser , 1 982 a ) . 
S u l l i v an ( 1 953 )  c a l l ed t h i s  r i g i d i ty " p ar at ax i c  d i stort i on . "  Accord i n g  
to C arson ( 1 982 ) ,  t he  d i s tort i on s  of the  more r i g i d  i n d i v i d u a l  l e ad to a 
" s e l f -fu l f i l l i n g  prophecy . " C arson contends  t h at ma l ad apt i ve beh av i or 
per s i s t s  over t i me bec ause  i t  i s  based on percept i on s ,  expect at i on s , or 
con s t r uc t i ons  of  t he c h ar acter i st i cs of other peo p l e  t h at tend to be 
conf i rmed by the i nt erperson a l  con s eq u ences  of the behav i or emi tt ed . 
The s e l f -fu l f i l l i n g prophe sy m i ght be seen , i n  effec t , as an unbroken  
c au s a l  l oop  between soc i a l percept i on ,  b e h av i or a l  en actmen t , and 
en v i ronme n t a l  react i o n .  He s ays , " . . .  by f ar the  most i mport ant c a u s e  
o f  per s i stent l y  m a l ad apt i ve beh av i or i s  the  tendency of  the  i nt er ­
persona l  en v i ronment  to con f i rm the  expect anc i es med i at i ng i ts 
en actment . I n  s i mp l er terms , i f  ( someon e ) expects  the  wor l d  to  be 
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a host i l e  p l ace , he or she wi l l  tend to beh ave  i n  a manner t hat conforms 
to t h at expec t at i on and w i l l  thereby i n duce others sooner or l ater to 
en act behav i ors conf i rm i n g  the rea l i ty of the or i g i n a l  expect an cy" 
( p .  7 1 ) .  
I n terper son a l  theor i s t s ,  then , be l i eve that  there i s  a con t i n uo u s  
dyn am i c  i nterp l ay between i n tern al proces s ,  s i t u at i ons , and behav i or .  
Accord i n g  to Anc h i n  ( 1 982 ) , each i n teractan t  i n  an i n terperso n a l  
s i t u at i on engages i n  a rap i d l y  f i r i n g ,  comp l ex ,  yet organ i zed arr ay of  
cover t  affec t i ve  and cogn i t i v e processes . These " i n ner wor l d " 
processes , i n  t u r n ,  affect an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  perce pt i on and i n terpretat i on 
of overt act s . The resu l t s of the f i r s t  hypothes i s  su ggested that 
s ubjec t s ' " i nner wor l d " percept i ons d i d ,  i n  f ac t , i n f l uence t he i r  
r at i ng s  of the  st i mu l i .  More  extreme subject s  as s i gned h i g her , more 
extreme r at i ngs to t he s t i mu l i  t h an d i d  t he l ess  extreme subjec t s . 
I n  add i t i on ,  these  res u l t s were  buoyed by f i n d i n g s  from An a l ys i s  
F i v e .  Wh i l e t he f i rst  hypo t hes i s  u s ed s ubj ect r at i ngs of extremeness  o f  
t he  s t i m u l  i t hat  were measures  of " d i s t ance"  i n  any d i rect i on from t he  
c i rc ump l ex o r i g i n ,  Ana l ys i s  F i ve u s ed t h e  Oct ant dependent me asure to  
ascer t a i n  s ubject  rat i ng s  on  the  spec i f i c  oct an t s  t h at t he  Host i l e ­
Dom i n ant  and Hos t i l e -Subm i s s i ve s t i mu l us en actments  were des i gned t o  
represen t ; t h at i s ,  Arrogan t -Ca l c u l at i n g  ( BC )  and A l oo f - I n troverted  
( FG ) ,  respect i ve l y .  Resu l ts of  t h i s  an a l ys i s  a l so s upported t he  
as s umpt i on t h at more  extreme s ubjects  saw the  Host  i l e -Domi n an t  ac tor as 
be i ng more arrogant and c a l c u l at i n g and t h e  Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve actor as 
be i n g  more  a l oof  and i n t roverted t h an d i d  l e s s  extreme subjec t s . 
These  an a l yses are s upport i ve of as sert i oos by pro ponents  of  
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I n terper son a l  theory that i n d i v i d ua l s perc e i v e  others  through  i deo­
syncr at i c  lO b i  ases"  and "f i  1 ters"  ( Murray ' s  " beta pres s " ) t h at may 
u l t i mate l y  sh ape the i r  behav i or  and i n f l uence the i r  i n terac t i on s  wi t h  
other s .  I t  i s  p l au s i b l e  to con strue subj ect gro ups i n  the s amp le  as not 
on ly  more  l es s  extreme in se l f -percept i on s ,  but  a l so as more  or l es s  
r i g i d  and i nf l ex i b l e .  Peo p l e  who are extreme ly F r i e n d l y-Dom i n ant or who 
are extreme ly  Fr i en d l y-Subm i s s i ve are expected to have d i ff i c u l ty 
rel i n qu i s h i ng concommi t ant Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant or Fr i en d l y-Submi s s i v e 
behav i ors  even i n  s i t u at i ons  that ca l l for appro pr i ate c han ges  i n  
behav i or ( K i es l er ,  1982 a ) .  Subject s '  scores i n  the s t udy were der i ved  
i n  a manner t h at accounted for both  the i r  endorsement of  part i c u l ar 
adj ec t i ves and the i r  l ack of endorsement for ot her adj ec t i ves . For 
examp l e ,  subjects  who se score pl aced them in the extreme grou�  in the 
upper , r i ght q u adrant  ( Fr i end l y-Dom i n an t )  of the I n terperson a l  C i rc l e ,  
both  endorsed more Fr i end l y-Dom i n an t  adj ec t i ves  as be i n g true of them 
and endorsed fewer contras t i ng adj ec t i ves  ( b i po l ar oppo s i tes ) as be i ng 
true  of them t h an d i d  ot her subjec t s . Further  support for the  con s t r u a l  
o f  extremeness  a s  r i g i d i ty i s  der i v ed from s t and ard use  o f  t h e  I nter­
per son a l  Check l i s t ( I CL ; Leary , 1 95 7 )  from wh i ch W i gg i n s ' l AS i s  der i ved 
to exp l i c i t l y o per at i on a l i ze r i g i d i ty ( K i es l er ,  1 982 a ) .  W h i l e  t h e  l AS 
does not prov i de for systemat i c  as sessmen t of h i g h and l ow  l eve l s of 
extremenes s , v ary i n g  degrees of endorsement are pos s i b l e w i th the  
L i kert - l i k e sc a l e  format . These  d i ffer i ng degrees of enaor sement  are 
accounted for i n  form i n g  more and l e ss  extreme grou ps . 
I f ,  i ndeed , more extreme subjec t s  i n  the  samp l e  are appropr i ­
ate ly  l abe l ed r i g i d  and i n f l ex i b l e ,  t hen the  f i.nd i ng t h at t hey v i ewed 
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the st i mu l u s others as more extreme th an ot her subjects  fo l l ows  the  
pred i ct i ons o f  I nterperso n a l  t heory . Such i nd i v i d u a l s  not  on l y  v i ew 
others  as ext reme , but  may act on these  percept i on s  i n  the i r  da i l y  
i nterperson al  i nt er ac t i on s .  Theory and research des c r i bed i n  an ear l i er 
c h apter on i n d i v i d u a l s w i t h  h i gh needs for appro v a l  ( N app ) may app l y  to 
extreme subjects  in t h i s  s amp l e  of Fr i en d l y-Domi n ant an d Fr i en d l y­
Submi s s i ve subjec t s .  
Qu adr ant was a second subject  v ar i ab l e .  Subject  qu adr ant  type was 
expected to i nt eract w i th  s t i mu l us type i n  t he second hypothes i s .  A 
ma i n  effect was not pre d i cted and was not found . Th at i s ,  subjects  d i d  
not d i ffer by qu adrant type i n  t he i r  lAS r at i n gs of the  extremen ess o f  
t he  st i mu l i .  Wh i l e qu adr ant type d i d  n o t  i n f l u ence  percept i on s  o f  
other s ,  Q uadrant i n  i nterac t i on w i t h  present at i on of d i ffer i ng st i mu l i 
d i d  account for a s i gn i f i cant  port i on of the  var i ance i n  percept i on s  of 
the st i mu l us others  ( to be d i s cu s s ed in a l at er sect i on ) .  
I n  t he  f i ft h  and s i x t h  an a l yses , subject  extremenes s was con s i dered 
w i th t he dependent v ar i ab l es " I dent i f i c at i on "  and  " Aff i l i at i on . "  No  
mai n effect was pre d i c ted--subjec t s  were not  expect ed to d i ffer in  t h e  
over a l l degree of i dent i f i c at i on o r  aff i l i at i on w i th t he s t i mu l i  b as ed 
on  extremenes s .  No ma i n  effect was found . Th u s ,  s ub jec t  extremene s s ,  
per s e ,  d i d  n ot i nc rease or d i mi n i sh i dent i f i c at i on or aff i l i at i on 
tendenc i es w i t h  the  st i mu l i .  
Sever a l  i n t er pret at i on s  are po ss i b l e  for t he  f i nd i n g  of  sex 
d i fferences w i t h  E xtremenes s .  Women as s i gned h i gher  l AS r at i n gs of 
extremene s s  to  bo th  the st i mu l i  t h an d i d  men . Wh i l e the s t at i s t i c a l  
s i gn i f i c an ce of t h i s  an a l ys i s  does not reach  t he  s ame l ev e l  of  
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conf i dence as was  found  i n  mo st other an a l yses , and Octant  ( t he other 
measure of extremenes s )  d i d  not show s i gn i f i c ance ,  the f i nd i ng t h at 
women saw the s t i mu l i as more extreme mer i t s attent i on . when data were 
c hecked for frequenc i es of mal es and fema l es represented i n  t he 
i ndependent v ar i ab l e  groups , i t  was found  that gender was even l y  
d i s t r i buted except i n  the c ase o f  s ubj ect s e l f-rat i n gs o f  extremene s s  
( H i gh and Low C i rcump l ex groups ) .  There were 38 ma l es and 1 4  femal es  i n  
the  l es s  extreme grou p ,  and t here were 1 1  ma l es and 3 8  fema l es i n  the  
more extreme group . More  women than men were found  in  the  extreme 
th i rd of the C i rcump l ex d i s tr i b ut i o n .  Des c r i bed ear l i er ,  it was found  
i n  an a l ys i s  of Hypothes i s  One that more extreme subjects  rated  the  
s t i mu l i as more extreme t h an d i d l ess  extreme subjec t s .  I t  was 
s uggested th at r i g i d i ty an d i n f l ex i b i l i ty concepts  app l y  to subj ects ' 
extreme s e l f -percept i ons as we l l  as to the observed f i nd i ng tht t hey 
a l so v i ew others  wi th  an extreme va l ance . One i mmed i ate  conc l u s i on  i s  
t h at sex d i fferences may account for the  resu l t s o f  Hypothes i s  One .  
Perhaps  women are more extreme i n  se l f -r at i n gs  and rat i n gs of others  
because  t h ey are  " more s en s i t i ve "  to i nterperson a l  d at a  about t hemse l ve s  
and others  t h an are men . However , s i n ce  se l f -r at i n gs o f  extremene s s  and 
gender are covar i ates , i t  i s  not pos s i b l e determi ne a c as u al re l at i on ­
sh i p  for the  resu l t s ;  ot her stud i e s are needed th at separ ate the  effects  
of sex and  s e l f-rat i n gs of extremeness  i n  percept i on of  extremeness  i n  
others . 
One further i n terpret at i on i s  offered for the  above  f i n d i n g s . As 
prev i ou s l y  descr i bed , W i gg i n s  ( 1 9 79 ) found t h at women gave h i gher l AS 
s e l f - r at i n gs  on oct an t  scores t h at were  l ar ge l y  l oc ated on the  r i gh t  
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or  fr i en d l y  s i de of  the  I n terperson a l  C i rc l e .  Men gave  h i gher rat i n gs  
to  oc t ants  l oc ated on  t he l e ft or  host i l e s i de of t he C i rc l e .  These 
were d i f ferences i n  gen der found i n  the samp l e  des p i te over a l l 
descr i pt i ons of  t hemse l ves i n  F r i en d l y-Dom i n ant terms . That i s ,  u s i n g  
the  procedure i n  the present study to der i ve from sc a l e  scores an exact  
C i rc l e  p l acement , subjects tes ted by W i gg i ns present ed a prof i l e t h at 
was sk ewed toward the upper , r i ght quadrant of  the C i r c l e .  Normat i ve 
d ata for the tot a l  s amp l e  i n  t he present s tudy was s i m i l ar to t h at found  
i n  W i gg i n s ' s amp l e .  W i gg i n s ' f i nd i n g  that more women than men descr i bed 
t hemse l ves w i th h i gher rat i ngs on octants  1 0c atea on the r i gh t  s i de of 
the C i r c l e  sugges ts  that if h i s  subjects  had been d i v i ded i n to h i gh and 
l ow ext reme groups , more women t h an men wou l d  h ave been c l a s s i f i ed as 
extreme F r i end l y-Dom i n an t s  i n  h i s  s tudy ,  wh i l e  men ' s  greater endor sement 
of  adj ec t i ves on the Host i l e s i de of the C i rc l e wou l d  h ave exc l uded t hem 
from th i s  extreme group . 
Th i s  furt her sugges ts  that  Fr i en d l y-Dom i n an t  and F r i end 1 y­
Subm i s s i ve s e l f -descr i pt i ons are seen as more soc i a l l y des i r ab l e  for  
women when compared w i t h men . More women t h an men may be r i g i d l y  
embrac i ng t hese  s t an d ards wh i l e more men t h an women m i ght  r i g i d l y  adhere 
to  l e s s  aff i 1 i atory beh av i o r s . Perh aps if  st i mu l i  had  been presented to 
s ubjects  from a l l  four q u adrants  of the  C i rc l e ,  men wou l d  h ave been 
overrepresented i n  the group  that respon ded extreme l y  to af f i 1 i atory 
e n ac tmen t s . I n  add i t i o n ,  it i s  not known whet her sex of the s t i mu l i 
i n teracts  w i t h  subject  j Udgmen t s ; for ex amp l e ,  wou l d  subject  rat i n gs  
d i f fer i f  the  Host i l e -Dom i n ant st i mu l us h ad been a woman i n s t e ad of  
be i n g  a man ? F urther research  i s  needed to  c l ar i fy these  i s s ues . 
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S i t u at i on Resu l t s 
No ma i n  effects  for s i t uat i ona l  var i ab l es were expected or 
pred i c ted . C are was taken to ass ure t h at subjects  were exposed to 
st andard i zed test i ng cond i t i ons . Except for the sa l i en t  d i fferences 
between t he s t i mu l i  i n  Host i l e -Dom i n ant or Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve behav i ors , 
efforts  were made to match  the st i mu l i i n  terms of such v ar i ab l e s as 
movement ,  rate of s peec h ,  l en gth  of t i me s pent s peak i n g ,  and phys i c a l  
appear anc e .  However , when subj ects  rated the st i mu l i for degree of 
i dent i f i c at i on and des i re to aff i l i at e ,  they preferred t he  Hos t i l e ­
Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s more t han the Host i l e -Dom i n an t  st i mu l us .  Sever a l  
pos s i b l e  i n terpret at i ons o f  t h i s  f i nd i ng are desc r i bed be l ow .  
I n terac t i on Resu l t s  
Hypot hes i s  Two st ated t hat subject s wou l d  system at i ca l l y  d i ffer by 
q uad r ant  i n  rat i n gs of extremeness of t he s t i mu l i .  Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant  
subjects  were expected to as s i gn h i g her , more  extreme rat i ng s  to the  
Host i l e -Dom i n ant ver s us t h e  Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve s t i mu l us ,  wh i l e  Fr i en d l y­
Subm i s s i ve subjects  were expected to as s i gn h i gher , more extreme rat i n g s  
to t h e  Host i l e-Submi s s i ve versus  t h e  Host i l e -Dom i n ant  s t i mu l u s .  The 
r at i on a l e  for t h i s  pred i c t i on was based on ru l es of comp l ement ar i ty i n  
i nterac t i ons pos i ted i n  I n t erpersona l  t heory u s i ng t h e  C i rc ump l ex Mode l . 
As out l i ned i n  ear l i er chapter s ,  comp l emen t ar i ty occurs  on t he  bas i s  of 
rec i proc i ty for t he dom i n ance-subm i s s i on ax i s  ( i . e . , dom i n ance " pu l l s " 
s u bm i s s i on ,  and v i c e ver sa ) ,  an d on the bas i s  of correspondence  for t he  
Hos t i l e-Fr i en d l y  ax i s  ( i . e . ,  hos t i l i ty begets host i l i ty ,  and fr i en d l i ­
ness  beget s fr i end l i nes s ) ( C arson , 1 969 ) .  A c omp l ement ary pos i t i on i s  
adopted i n  an i n terac t i on when a person accept�  on l y  one of t he  
9 7  
component  mes s aqes . An an t i comp l ement ary pos i t i on occurs i f  a person 
rejects  both aspects of t he i n v i t at i on .  Comp l emen t ary re l at i onsh i ps are 
s a i d  to at trac t  tot a l l y ,  wh i l e  ant i compl ement ary re l at i on sh i ps are 
expect ed to repe l tota l l y  ( K i e l s er , 1982a ) .  As appl i ed to the pres ent 
s t udy , when Fr i end l y-Dom i n an t  and F r i end l y-Submi s s i ve subjec t s  perc e i v ed 
t he  ant i comp l ement ary st i mu l us other ( Host i l e -Dom i n ant and Host i l e ­
Submi s s i ve ,  respect i ve l y ) ,  they were expec ted to rate t hat st i mu l u s as 
h av i ng more extreme behav i or when compared w i th  t h e i r  r at i n gs of t he  
acomp l emen t ary st i mu l u s .  
An i n terac t i on between perce i ver and st i mu l u s qu adr ant s  was 
foun d ,  but i t  was not i n  the  pred i c ted d i rect i o n . Subjects  r at ed 
acomp l ement ary st i mu l i rather t h an an t i comp l ement ary st i mu l i ,  as mos t  
ext reme . Th at i s , F r i en d l y-Dom i n ant subjects  as s i gned more ext reme 
rat i ngs  to t he  Host i l e -Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s t h an to t he  Host i l e ­
Dom i n ant s t i mu l u s ,  wh i l e F r i en d l y-Subm i s s i ve s ub jects  as s i qned more  
ext reme to t he  Host i l e -Dom i n an t  st i mu l u s t h an to the  Host i l e -Submi s s i ve 
s t i mu l u s .  
One exp l an at i on for t h i s  f i n d i n g i s  t h at react i on s  to others  based 
on i nt erperson a l  comp l ement ar i ty do not oper ate as expect ed in  t he 
behav i or of ext r eme i n d i v i d u a l s .  Wh i l e ant i comp l ement ary re l at i on s h i ps 
are expec t ed to be very u n at t r ac t i ve to many peo p l e  because t here i s  no  
poss i b i l i ty for comp l ement ary soc i a l exc h an ge ,  extreme i n d i v i du a l s  may 
have t he greatest d i ff i c u l ty w i th  beh av i ors t h at fa l l  exact l y  oppos i t e  
o f  th e i r s on t he  I n t erper son a l  C i rc l e  ( A n c h i n ,  1 982 ; K i es l er ,  1 982b ) for 
t hese  are t h e  i mpres s i ons t h at t hey endeavor to avo i d  { K i es l er ,  1 982b , c ;  
McLemore & H ar t , 1 98 2 ; S tron g ,  Bradfor d ,  & Zodu n , 1 98 2 ;  You n g  & B e i e r ,  
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1982 ) .  For  examp l e ,  i t  i s  ass umed that  an extreme Fr i en d l y-Subm i s s i ve 
person embraces such a se l f -presen t at i on i n  order to protect h i ms e l f  or 
herse l f  aga i n s t  d i s p l ays of overt anger , con f l i c t ,  dom i n ance ,  and 
aggress i on .  The i nd i v i du al appears non -assert i ve and i n grat i at i ng to  
o thers and even appro pr i ate dom i n ance or host i l i ty are d i ff i c u l t  to  show 
other s .  S i n ce subject q uadrant groups were formed by remov i ng t he 
m i dd l e  th i rd of the samp l e  for these an a l yses , i n c l uded subjec t s  were 
more Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant or more Fr i en d l y-Submi s s i ve t h an were the  
i n d i v i d u a l s who were removed . Thu s ,  the f i n d i n g  th at subjects  as s i gned 
the most extreme rat i ngs to acomp l ement ary s t i mu l i may be accounted i f  
i t  i s  con s i dered that more ex treme subjects  may have a greater des i re to 
avo i d  behav i or t h at appears oppo s i te from t h e i r  own when compared w i th 
l es s  extreme subjec t s . Add i t i o n a l  re search  i s  needed to c l ar i fy th i s  
i s sue . Wh i l e I n ter persona l  t heory may of fer a pos s i b l e  ex p l an at i on for 
these f i n d i ngs , the  pred i c t i o n  t hat the an t i comp l ement ary st i mu l us wou l d  
be seen as more ext reme t h an wo u l d  the acomp l emen t ary st i mu l us was not 
su pported by the resu l t s .  
The second hypothes i s  a l so exam i n ed subject  rat i n gs  of extremeness  
of t he st i mu l i  w i th  another concept u a l l y-re l ated dependent v ar i ab l e ,  
Oct an t . No i n t er act i on was found  w i t h  th i s  an a l ys i s .  Wh i l e extremeness  
scores descr i bed above were der i ved by con s i der i ng d i st ance i n  any 
d i rect i on  from the c i rcump l ex or i g i n ,  oc t ant  scores were  der i v ed from 
measures on t he s pec i f i c  l A S  oct ant the s t i mu l i  enactments  represented . 
I t  i s  not c l ear why resu l t s showed an i n teract i on on the  extremen ess  
measure , but not  on  t he oct ant measure . O ne  poss i b i l i ty i s  t h at t h e  
effect of comp l emen t ar i ty o n  t h e  I n terperson a l  C i rc l e  i s  not powerfu l 
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enough to occur  con s i sten t l y  in  meas ures that are theoret i c a l l y  re l ated 
( p art i c u l ar l y s i n ce t he octant meas ure req u i res s ubjects  to p i n po i nt and 
rate a h i gh l y  spec i f i c  set of beh av i ors  be l on g i n g  to a segment  of the 
C i rc l e ) . Another pos s i b i l i ty is  t h at t he more extreme subjects  used i n  
these an a l yses have a d i f f i c u l t  t i me accurate l y  perce i v i n g the behav i or 
of others . Wh i l e t hey may be ab l e  to g l oba l l y  r ate t he behav i or of one  
st i mu l u s as more  extreme t han the behav i or of the ot her , they are not  
ab l e  to l oc ate t he s pec i f i c  descr i ptors neces s ary for t he oct ant measure 
to be  el ev at ed . A t h i rd pos s i b i l i ty is  t h at these measures are not  
act u a l l y  re l ated and  are measur i ng d i fferent subject reac t i ons t h an 
expec ted . 
The th i rd and fourth  hypothes i s  pred i c ted i n ter act i ons  on the  
dependent measures " I dent i f i c at i on "  and "Aff i l i at i on . "  From t he 
1 i terat ure rev i ew ,  i t  was suggested th at I nt erper son a l  theory has  
gener a l l y  fa i l ed to note t h at observat i ons of others c an l ead to  
d i fferent j udgment s  about  them depen d i n g  on  whether the  observer i s  
compar i ng t he other w i th se l f  or i s  cons i der i ng wh at i nt er ac t i ons wou l d  
be l i k e w i t h  t he  other ( see T ab l e  3 ,  p .  5 3 ) . Thus , subj ect s were 
expected to i dent i fy w i t h  one s t i mu l us more t h an w i th t he other , and to  
c hoose the  other  a s  a preference for aff i l i at i on .  I n t erpersona l  theory 
pred i c t i ons regard i ng ru l es of compl ement ar i ty were not expected to 
app l y  when subjec t s  were asked to i dent i fy w i t h  the st i mu l i .  Su bjects  
were expected to  i dent i fy w i th t h e i r  ant i comp l ement ary s t i mu l us bec ause  
of  sh ared dom i n ance  or  subm i s s i o n ch aracter i s t i c s ,  wh i l e they were 
expect ed to want to aff i l i ate w i t h  t h e i r  acomp l ement because of 
comp l ement ary on the  dom i n ance-subm i s s i on ax i s  -of the  C i rc l e .  
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Resu l t s showed that there was an i n terac t i on between subjects ' 
q uadrant and the i r  r at i n gs of i dent i f i c at i on and aff i l i at i on w i th t h e  
st imu l i .  However , a s  shown by group  mean s ,  i t  was not i n  the pred i cted 
d i rect i on .  Wh i l e Fr i en d l y-Submi s s i ve s ubjects i nd i cated greater 
i dent i f i c at i on w i t h  the Host i l e-Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s than w i t h  the  
Hos t i l e -Dom i n ant st i mu l u s ,  F r i end l y-Dom i n ant s ubjects d i fferea very 
l i tt l e  in rat i ngs  of i dent i f i c at i on w i t h  the st i mu l i .  Furt her , 
F r i end l y-Subm i s s i ve subjects  responded w i th s i m i l ar r at i n gs concern i n g 
aff i l i at i on ;  they preferred to aff i l i ate w i t h  an ant i compl ement ary 
st i mu l u s ,  t h e  Host i l e-Subm i s s i ve s t i mu l u s .  F r i end l y- Dom i n ant s ubj ect s 
aga i n  d i ffered very l i t t l e  i n  the i r  preference  to aff i l i ate  wi t h  one or 
the other of t he st i mu l i .  
An exp l an at i on for the i n terac t i on a l  resu l t s may i n vo l ve the  
s i gn i f i c ant �a i n  effect for s t i mu l us s i t u at i on w i th the  dependent  
v ar i ab l e s I dent i f i c at i on an d Af f i l i at i on .  The Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve 
s t i mu l u s was preferred by s ub j ects  on the two measures . As s hown by 
group mean s ,  Fr i en d l y-Submi s s i ve subjects in  bo th  an a l yses  rated the  
Host i l e -Dom i n ant s t i mu l us l ower t h an t h e  Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve s t i mu l u s .  
F r i en d l y -Dom i n ant  subjects  d i ffered l i t t l e  i n  the i r  rat i n g s  of the two 
s t i mu l i .  Th i s  may h ave occurred for l e s s  comp l ex reasons  t h an 
or i g i n a l l y  formea . The  st i mu l u s s i t u at i o n  presented  to subjects  was 
based on en actment of an i n i t i a l counse l i ng ses s i on between a c l i ent  
( t he st i mu l i )  and  a therap i s t .  Submi s s i v e and cooper at i ve ueh av i or may 
h ave been seen as more appro pr i ate to the ro l e  of someone seek i ng 
coun se l i n g .  Wh i l e the  Host i l e -Submi s s i v e  st i mu l us was des i gned to show 
nost i l e  as we l l  as subm i s s i ve beh av i or ( e . g . , p as s i ve-aggres s i venes s ) 
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th i s  beh av i or may have been seen as more s i t u at i ona l l y  accept ab l e  to 
s ubjects  t h an t he overt host i l i ty and dom i n ance i n  t h e  Ho st i l e -Dom i n an t  
enactmen t . 
F r i end l y-Subm i s s i ve subj ects  may have been more sen s i t i ve to the 
dom i n an ce and ro l e - i ncongruous behav i or of t he  Host i l e -Dom i n ant s t i mu l u s 
t han the F r i end l y-Dom i n ant  subjec t s . Fr i en d l y-Submi s s i ve subj ect s  
endorsed a n  I A S  se l f -pre sent at i on t hat was very cooperat i ve and non­
aggress i ve in  re l at i on to others . They apparen t l y  found  the  beh av i or of 
the Host i l e -Dom i n ant s t i mu l us to be aver s i ve in a s i t u at i on w i th  demand 
c h ar acter i s t i c s  for overt cooper at i veness . The Fr i end l y -Dom i n ant  
subjects  apparen t l y  per c e i ved t he dom i n ant behav i or as  more accept ab l e ;  
t hey res ponded w i t h  l es s  sen s i t i v i ty to the s i t u at i on a l  " pu l l s " for 
cooperat i ve c l i ent behav i or t h an d i d  Fr i en d l y-Subm i s s i ve subjects  so 
t h at both en actmen t s  were  about equ a l l y  l i k e l y  to el i c i t  t he i r  i dent i ­
f i c at i on and aff i l i atory tendenc i es .  H ad t he exper i ment al s i t u at i on h ad 
deman d c h ar ac ter i s t i c s for dom i n an t  beh av i ors  ( e . g . , t eac h i n g  a task  to 
an observer ) ,  Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ants  may h ave s hown a mar k ed preference for 
the dom i n an t  st i mu l us j u s t  as the  Fr i end l y-Submi s s i ves  d i d  in the 
counse l i ng s i t u at i on s hown to subject s . Th i s  i nt er pret at i on of t h e  
res u l t s  o f  t h e  I dent i f i c at i on an d Aff i l i at i on  an a l yses  suggests  t h at 
s i t uat i ons are reference po i n ts  aro und wh i ch beh av i or i s  deemed 
appro pr i ate or i n appropr i a t e .  As shown i n  the  att r i b ut i on and per son 
percept i on l i terature , dev i at i on from expected behav i or in a g i ven 
s i t uat i on i nc reases  an observer ' s  con f i denc e  about  j udgment s  made of 
ano t h er ( Jones & Dav i s ,  1 9 6 5 ;  Jones , Kanouse , Ke l l ey ,  N i sbett , V a l i n s , 
& We i ner , 1 9 7 2 ;  Ke l l ey ,  1 96 7 ;  St rong  & C l a i born , 1 982 ) .  
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The s i g n i f i cant negat i ve corre l at i on s  ( s hown in a t ab l e  in Appen d i x  
I )  of s ub ject r at i n gs of degree of i dent i f i cat i on and des i re to 
aff i l i ate  wi t h  the Host i l e -Dom i n ant  st imu l u s w i t h  order of presen t at i on 
of the s t i mu l i  are suggest i ve of a s i t u at i on a l  i nterpret at i on of t h e  
resu l t s ( r  = -34 , p < . 00 1  for I dent i f i cat i on an d Order ; an d r = -33 , p 
< . 00 1  for Aff i l i at i on and Order ) .  There were no s i gn i f i c ant corre­
l at i ons  between order of present at i on of st i mu l i and the dependent 
var i ab l es for the Host i l e-Subm i s s i ve st i mu l u s .  T h u s ,  whether s u bj ect s  
h ad a l ready v i ewed on e st i mu l u s before rat i n g the other st i mu l u s 
i nf l uenced react i ons to the  Host i l e -Dom i n ant  st i mu l u s .  Subjec t s  
i nd i c ated l es s  des i re t o  i den t i fy or aff i l i ate wi t h  th i s  st i mu l u s when 
i t s presen t at i on was second rather t han f i r s t . Apparent l y, t h e  Host i l e ­
Dom i n ant en actment was seen as l e s s  des i r ab l e  or more dev i ant when i t  
was compared t o  t he en ac tment of t h e  Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve st i mu l u s .  
Aga i n ,  demand c haracter i s t i c s  of the s i t u at i on may have i n f l u enced  
s ub jec t s ' percept i ons so t h at t h ey found  t h e  Host i l e -Dom i n ant behav i o r  
l es s  accept ab l e  i n  th i s  he l p -seek i n g s i t u at i on after they had a l r e ady 
v i ewed t he more appropr i ate  subm i s s i ve behav i or of t he other s t i mu l us .  
Duke and Now i c k i  ( 1 982 ) and others ( e . g . , Peterson , 1 982 ) h av e  
noted a tendency for I nt erpersona l  t heor i s ts  t o  underes t i mate t he  effect 
of  s i t u at i ons  on i n t erperson a l  beh av i or .  Accor d i n g  to Duke  an d Now i c k i , 
some I nt erperson a l  t heor i s t s  ( e . g . , Leary , 1 9 5 7  an d Carson , 1 9 69 ) 
emph as i ze comp l ement ar i ty or l ac k  of i t  to pred i c t  sat i s fac t i on i n  
re l at i onsh i p s .  D i sordered i nd i v i d u a l s  are seen as frequent l y  u s i n g a 
part i cu l ar l y  narrow range of beh av i or regard l es s  of the s i t u at i on to 
force others to respond to t hem in  a s i mi l ar l y  n arrow way .  However , 
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these theor i s ts  d o  n o t  descr i be how d i sordered i n d i v i d u a l s commu n i c ate  
t he i r  i n terpersona l  styl es . Other I n t erperso n al t heor i st s  ( e . g . , 
K i e l ser , et a l . ,  1 9 7 6 )  h ave focu sed more than pr i or t heor i st s  on the 
d i sordered commun i c at i on of ma l adapted i nd i v i d u a l s .  Th u s ,  i n congr uence 
between verb a l  and non -ver b a l  channe l s of commu n i c at i on is  emph a s i zed 
more t h an comp l ementar i ty in descr i pt i ons of d i sordered behav i o r .  
( Note : Duke  and Now i c k i  po i n t out that i n  sp i te of th i s  def i n i t i on of 
i n terpersona l  ma l adapt i venes s ,  i n congruence may be qu i te adapt i ve i n  
many soc i a l  s i t u at i ons  where " true "  fee l i n gs are not appropr i ate to 
d i sc l o s e . ) Few I n terperson a l i s ts  emph as i ze t h at the very norma l i ty or 
appropr i ateness  of a beh av i or l i es  not in the beh av i or i t se l f ,  but  
w i t h i n  the context i n  wh i ch t he behav i or occ urs . Accord i n g l y, Duke and 
Now i c k i  have gen er ated a three - l ev e l  i n terac t i on a l  t axonomy of i n ter­
person a l  behav i or i n  wh i ch context u a l  aspects of  behav i or are accorded 
equ a l  recogn i t i on i n  the determ i n at i on of norma l and d i sordered 
adj u stment . The t hree l ev e l s i n c l ude the " re l at i on a l l eve l "  ( comp l e ­
ment ary , non -comp l ement ary,  and an t i comp l ement ary res pon ses  to ot her s ) ,  
t he " commun i c at i on a l  l eve l "  ( congruence or i ncongruence between verba l  
and  non -ver b a l  channe l s  of corrmun i c at i on ) ,  and the  " s i t u at i on a l  l ev e l " 
( appropr i ate or i n appropr i ate behav i or w i th i n  t he s i t u at i on al context ) .  
D uke  and Now i c k i  say, " W i t h i n  th i s  t axonomy ,  for ex amp l e ,  the beh av i or 
man i fested by a sc h i zophren i c  person m i ght be c l as s i f i ed as . . .  
i n appropr i a t e - i ncongruen t -non -comp l ement ary --wh i l e the behav i o r  of a 
coup l e  h av i ng i n tercourse at Mc Oon a l d ' s wou l d  be aeemed . . .  
i n appropr i ate-con gruent -comp l ement ary" ( p .  9 2 ) . Based on the res u l t s  
o f  the  present study,  the po i n t made by these  authors  i s  i mport ant 
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concern i ng s i t uat i on a l  moder ator s i n  judgmen t s  about i n ter per son a l  
behav i o r .  I n  t h i s  c ase ,  an under s t and i ng of t he context i n  wh i ch t h e  
st imu l i were presented pro v i des a fu l l er accoun t i n g  o f  t h e  res u l t s t han 
does i n terpersona l  comp l ement ar i ty pred i c t i ons a l one . 
Forced -c ho i ce rat i ngs  of the st i mu l i on I dent i f i c at i on and 
Aff i l i at i on dependent var i ab l e s ( Hypotheses  3b and 4b ) were not 
s t at i st i c a l l y  s i gn i f i c ant ; that i s ,  Fr i en d l y-Dom i n ant  and F r i en d l y­
Subm i s s i ve subjects  d i d  not d i ffer i n  t h e i r  c ho i ces for the s t i mu l i  on 
t hese  two var i ab l es .  In ques t i on n a i re i t ems i mmed i ate l y  fo l l owi n g  the 
forced -cho i ce ques t i on s ,  subjects  were aSked how strong t he i r  
preferences had been for i den t i fyi n g  and aff i l i at i n g w i t h  the st i mu l u s 
they chos e .  Mo st subjects  i n d i c ated t h at t hey d i d  not h ave a s trong 
preference for the st i mu l u s c ho s en . Th u s ,  l i ke  the L i kert  rat i n g s  of 
t he s i x  " i dent i f i c at i on "  and " aff i l i at i on "  i t ems t h at fo l l owed 
presen t at i on of eac h st i mu l u s ( Hypo t heses  3a  and 3b ) ,  subjects ' forced­
c ho i ce r at i n gs d i d  not su pport t he hypothes i s  t h at comp l emen t ar i ty as 
forwarded by I n terperson a l  theory i s  a pred i c tor of preferen ces  for 
i dent i fy i n g  and aff i l i at i n g w i th  other s .  However , un f i ke t he resu l t s  
found w i t h  the L i kert rat i n gs , forced -cho i ce rat i n gs  d i d  not show a 
great er preference by Fr i end l y-Subm i s s i ve s ubjects  for t h e  Host i l e ­
Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s .  I t  i s  po s s i b l e  that  the forced -cho i ce response 
format i mp l i ed greater comm i tment t h an d i d  the L i kert me asurement of 
preferences and t hat subjects  were not wi l l i n g or  ab l e  to  dr aw such  
d i s t i n c t i ons between t he s t i mu l i .  I n  any event , compl eme n t ar i ty was not  
found to be an  effec t i ve pred i c tor of subj ec t s ' c ho i ces . 
The l ast i n ter act i on was obt a i n ed i n  one of t he add i t i on a l  
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an a l yses . The  i n terac t i on effect of  extremeness  of subjec t s  ( H i gh or 
Low C i rcump l ex )  and St i mu l u s Type was s t at i s t i c a l l y  s i gn i f i c ant for t h e  
oct an t  dependent var i ab l e .  Descr i bed prev i o u s l y  i n  An a l ys i s  F i v e ,  t h e  
effects  d u e  to extremeness were a l so s i gn i f i c ant ; t h at i s ,  more extreme 
subjects  saw bot h  st i mu l i  as more extreme on the i r  respec t i ve oct an t s  
t h an d i d  l ess  extreme subjec t s . I n  t he i n terac t i on found i n  t h i s 
an a l ys i s  ( s hown i n  F i gure 1 5 ,  p .  (9 ) ,  l e ss  extreme subjects  as s i gned 
h i gher oct ant scores to the Hos t i l e -Dom i n ant s t i mu l us t h an to t he other 
st i mu l u s ,  wh i l e more  extreme subjects  d i ffered on l y  s l i g ht l y  in  t he i r  
r at i n gs of the s t i mu l i .  Less  extreme subj ects  d i s cr i m i n at ed between t he  
st i mu l i t o  a greater extent than d i d  more extreme subjec t s .  L e s s  
extreme s ubjects  may have  judged t he beh av i or of  t he  Host i l e -Submi s s i ve 
s t i mu l u s as more appro p r i ate to the co un se l i n g - l i k e s i t u at i on ( t hu s , 
l ower rat i ng s ) t h an t hey judged the behav i or of t he  Host i l e -Dom i n an t  
s t i mu l u s to b e  ( t h u s , more extreme rat i ng s ) . More  extreme subj e c t s  
apparent ly  d i d  not d i sc r i m i n ate between t h e  s t i mu l i  a s  more o r  l es s  
appro pr i ate  to the  s i t uat i on a l  context  as d i d  l e s s  extreme subj e c t s . 
Theoret i c a l l y, f l ex i b l e  i nd i v i d u a l s are expected to ado pt s i t u at i o n a l l y­
s pec i f i c  norms for beh av i o r ,  wh i l e  r i g i d  i n d i v i d u a l s are not . The  
res u l ts  con formed to these  I nt erpersona l  t h eory pred i c t i on s .  I n  a l l ,  
t he  present  f i nd i n gs  prov i de a br i dge between tr a i t  and s i t u at i on a l  
i n f l uences i n  i n t erperson al i n teract i on s .  A s  Duke  an d �ow i c k i  ( l �82 ) 
forwarded , I n terperson a l i s t s  need to att end  to the context  i n  wh i c h 
behav i or occur s .  The resu l t s of t h i s  s t udy s uggest  t h at t he s i t u at i on 
f i gures more prom i nent l y  i n  i n t er per son a l  j udgmen t s  for f l ex i b l e  
i n d i v i du a l s t h an for r i g i d  i n d i v i du a l s .  Tr a i t  ·pred i c tors m ay prove  
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more powerfu l t han s i t uat i on pred i c tors on l y  i n  the beh av i or  of more 
r i g i d  i nd i v i d u a l s .  
Summary and Conc l u s i on s  
Over a l l ,  resu l t s of  the st udy support t he  need to  attend to  tr a i t s , 
s i t u at i on s ,  and t h en i n terac t i ons i n  the s t udy of i n terpersona l  
behav i or . Wh i l e many of  the i n terper son a l  pred i c t i o n s  were supported by 
t he f i nd i n gs , t he resu l ts po i nt to t he comp l ex and mu l t i faceted n at ure 
of  research in th i s  are a .  
More i nterperson a l l y  extreme subjects  rated t h e  st i mu l i a s  more 
extreme when compared w i th l ess  extreme s ubject s .  Apparen t l y ,  more 
extreme subjects  i n terpret others ' behav i o r s  as be i n g more extreme . 
Per h aps t h i s  percept ua l  factor affects  the i n d i v i d u a l ' s  way of t h i n k i n g ,  
fee l i n g ,  and act i ng towards others . The resu l t  may be t h at these 
i nd i v i d u a l s  may e l i c i t extreme ac ts from others , generat i ng a " s e l f ­
f u l f i l l i n g prophecy" t h at def i nes  the i r  rea l i ty ( Carson , 1 982 ) . 
I t  was a l so found t h at women perce i ved the s t i mu l i as more extreme 
t h an d i d  men .  Th i s  f i n d i n g  i s  l i k e l y  a res u l t  of more women t han men 
b e i n g  c l as s i f i ed as extreme subjects  on t h e  l AS se l f -rat i ngs . Women 
appear to be more l i k e l y  to present  thems e l ves  as aff i l i atory t h an men 
and t h u s , were overrepresented i n  the  group c hosen for t h i s  researc h . 
The Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve st i mu l us was preferred over the Host i l e ­
Dom i n ant s t i mu l us i n  subj ect r at i n gs of  I dent i f i cat i on an d Aff i l i at i on .  
I t  may be t h at subjec�s  perce i ved the demand character i s t i c s i n  the 
s t i mu l us s i t u at i on as  favor i ng submi s s i ve beh av i or ; t h u s , t hey v i ewed 
the beh av i o r  of the Host i l e -Subm i s s i ve st i mu l us as more  appropr i ate t h an 
t he behav i or of t h e  Hos t i l e -Dom i n ant s t i mu l u s .  
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Fr i en d l y-Domi n ant  subjects  rated t h e  Host i l e -Submi s s i ve st i mu l u s 
( t he acomp l i ment ) as more extreme t h an the ot her s t i mu l u s ,  wh i l e 
Fr i en d l y-Submi ss i ve subjec t s  rated the Host i l e-Domi n ant  st i mu l u s ( a l so 
the acomp l i ment ) as more ext reme t h an the other st i mu l u s .  Th i s  f i nd i ng 
d i d  not su pport the I n terperson a l  theory pred i c t i on t hat ant i comp l i ­
ment ary others w i l l  be seen as mo st extreme . Th u s ,  subj ects  r ated the 
s t imu l u s w i t h  beh av i ors exac t l y  oppo s i te to the i r  own se l f -prese n t at i on s  
most  extreme l y .  I t  may be t h at subjects  responded w i th extreme r at i ngs  
to the  st i mu l u s who great l y  ep i tom i zed the  impress i o n  t h at they endeavor 
to avo i d .  
Fr i en d l y-Submi s s i ve subjects  i n d i c ated a greater preference for 
i dent i fy i n g  and aff i l i at i n g w i t h  t he  Ho st i l e -Subm i s s i ve st i mu l us r ather 
t h an the  other st i mu l u s .  Fr i en d l y-Dom i n an t  subjects  i n d i c ated  l i t t l e  
preference between the two s t i mu l i .  Perh aps t he  Fr i en d l y-Subm i s s i ve 
subjects  were more sens i t i ve to the  ro l e  demand s  for coo per at i ve 
behav i or i n herent i n  a counse l i n g -type st i mu l us  s i t uat i on t h an were t h e  
Fr i end l y -Dom i n ant  subjec t s . 
Less  extreme subjects  were found  to rate the  Host i l e -Dom i n an t  
s t i mu l us a s  more extreme t h an t hey rated t h e  Hos t i l e-Subm i s s i ve 
st i mu l u s .  More extreme subjects  d i ffered l i t t l e  i n  t he i r  rat i n gs  of the  
st i mu l i .  I t  was s u ggested t h at t hese f i nd i ngs  s u p port the  t heoret i c al 
not i on t h at l es s  extreme , f l ex i b l e  i n d i v i d u a l s are more sen s i t i ve and 
respon s i ve to c h an ges i n  s i t u at i on al contexts t h an are more extreme , 
r i g i d  i n d i v i du a l s .  Tr a i t s  are l i ke l y  to be more accurate  pred i c tors  of 
the  beh av i or of r i g i d  i n d i vd i a l s ,  wh i l e  s i t u at i ons are l i k e l y  to exert 
more i n f l uence on the  beh av i or  of f l ex i b l e  i n d i v i d u a l s .  
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Sever a l  met hodo l og i c a l con s i derat i ons  are re l ev ant  to subsequent  
research on  pred i c t i ons i n vest i gated i n  the present study .  
Recommendat i on s  i nc l ude the fo l l ow i n g : 
( 1 )  A samp l e  s i ze severa l  t i mes l arger t h an the number of subj ects  
in  t he present s t udy wo u l d  perm i t  use of corre l at i on al an a l yses ( r ather 
t h an d i c tomous var i ab l e s )  to  tes t  the  pred i c t i on t h at there i s  a 
systemat i c  re l at i on s h i p  between how a person descr i bes h i ms e l f  or 
herse l f  and how he or she observes and descr i bes  other s .  I n t erperson a l  
C i rc l e  q uadrants  and l eve l s  are expected t o  b e  cont i n uo us versus  
d i screte categor i e s .  A l arger samp l e  s i ze wou l d  i n crease conf i dence i n  
the f i nd i n gs . 
( 2 )  More sc a l e s are needed w i t h  a l ar ger number of i t ems to test  
subjec t s ' attrac t i on to  and  des i re to  aff i l i ate w i t h  other s ,  as  wel l as  
t he i r  degree of  i d en t i f i c a t i on w i t h  others . 
( 3 )  To test  comprehen s i ve l y  I nterpersona l  t heory regard i n g 
c omp l emen t ar i ty i n  i n teract i on s ,  st i mu l i from a l l qu ad r an t s  of t he  
C i rc l e are n eeded . I n  add i t i on ,  presen t at i on of s t i mu l i  of  both  sexes  
i n  each  q uad r an t  wou l d  be a v a l u ab l e  source of i n format i on regard i n g  sex 
d i fferences i n  i n terper son a l  behav i o r .  
( 4 )  Subjec t s  from al l qu ad rants  of the I nterperson a l  C i rc l e  are 
needed . S i nce  soc i a l des i r ab i l i ty ( W i gg i n s , 1 9 7 9 )  may cont i n ue to  
resu l t  i n  s ubjec t s ' overrepresen t at i on i n  some quadran t s  and l e v e l s ,  
re l at i ve rat i ngs  m i ght be u s ed to determ i ne s u b j ect  groups i n  l arge 
s amp l es . 
( 5 )  The  re l at i ve cont r i but i on of  tr a i t s  an d i nt e r ac t i o n s  i n  
det ermi n i ng behav i or i s  made c l e arer when s i t u at i on al i n f l uences are  
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contro l l ed . Presen t at i on o f  a neutr a l  context wou l d  reduce the 
i n f l uence of demand c h aracter i s t i cs behav i or . 
( 6 )  Greater spec i f i c i ty may resu l t  i n  oc tant  rather t h an qu adr ant 
p l acements are used both i n  s e l f-rat i ngs and rat i ngs of t he s t i mu l i .  
( 7 )  More rese arch i s  needed us i n g  add i t i on a l  measures hypo t h e s i zed 
to be assoc i ated w i t h  I n terpersona l  t heory construc t s  ( e . g . , add i t i on of 
a sc a l e  that test  subject s '  n eeds  for approv a l ) .  
( 8 )  F i n a l l y, t he present s t udy was of t he i n i t i a l s t age of  
r e l at i on sh i p format i on .  Research i s  needed th at chart s the process  and 
c h an ges t h at occur i n  re l at i on sh i ps over an extended per i od of t i me .  
Resu l t s of the st udy support the I n terperson a l  theory assumpt i on 
t h at se l f -descr i pt i ons and descr i pt i ons of ot hers are systemat i c a l l y  
r e l ated . These  descr i pt i ons  may ref l ec t  i n d i v i d u a l s '  needs  and 
i n t erpret at i ons of t he i r  i n terperson a l  wor l d s ( St ron g ,  Note 1 ) .  
S i t u at i on a l  event s  may serve as better pred i c tors  of the beh av i or of 
i n d i v i du a l s who descr i be t hemse l ves in a l ess  extreme and f l ex i b l e  
manner , wh i l e  tra i t descr i pt i ons  may be better pred i c tors  for those  who 
desc r i be t hems e l ves in a more extreme and r i g i d  manner . Cen t r al t hemes 
i n  peop l e ' s  l i ves are re l ated to the i r  ex per i enc i n g  of other s . Core 
features are l i k e l y  to be p l ayed out w i t h  others  ( Anc h i n ,  1982 ) .  
I n  app l i ed sett i n gs , knowl edge of a c l i en t ' s  i n terperson a l  sty l e  
c an prov i de usefu l  hypotheses about i n terperson al  and i n tr apsyc h i c  
prob l em areas and the  nat ure and d i rec t i on of ad apt i ve i n terper son a l  
c h an g e .  I n terven t i ons  may b e  d e s i gned t o  encour age a fu l l er 
exper i en c i n g  of se l f  and ot hers  ( An c h i n ,  1 982 ; K i e l ser , 1 982 a ;  Stron g ,  
Bradford , & Zod u n , 1982 ) .  For ex amp l e ,  l e ss  f l ex i b l e  i nd i v i d u a l s ,  when 
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compared w i t h  more  f l ex i b l e  i n d i v i d ua l s ,  are l i ke l y  to see oppos i te 
behav i ors from t h e i r  own on t he  I n terperson a l  C i r c l e  as more extreme 
and aver s i ve t han other beh av i ors . Th i s  may restr i c t ad apt i ve ex per i ­
enc i ng of t hems e l ves and other s .  I n creased expres s i on of behav i ors 
oppos i te from the i r  i n i t i a l i n f l ex i b l e  presentat i on s  may be a s i gn t hat 
t herapy i s  progres s i ng effec t i ve l y . I n  add i t i on ,  knowl ed ge of c l i ent s ' 
i n terperson a l  styl es  wou l d  he l p  c l i n i c i an s  to be aware of how c l i en t s  
are exper i enc i ng t h e  t herapeu t i c  re l at i on s h i p .  Ther ap i st behav i ors of 
v ary i n g  i n ten s i ty l ev e l  and l oc at i on on the I n terperson a l  C i r c l e  m i ght 
be expected to i mpact c l i en t s ' exper i en c i ng of the r e l at i on s h i p .  
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psycho l ogy of soc i a l s i t uat i on s . E l msford , NY : Pergamon . 
Youn g ,  D .  M .  & He i er ,  E .  G .  ( 1982 ) .  Be i n g asoc i a l i n  s oc i al p l ac e s : 
G i v i n g t he  c l i en t  a new exper i ence . I n  J .  C .  Anc h i n  & D .  J .  
K i es l er ( Ed s . ) , H andbook  of  i n terperson a l  psyc hother apy . E l ms ford , 
N Y :  Pergamon . 
1 2 6 
A P P E N D I C E S  
1 2 7  
APPE ND I X  A 
W i gg i n s ' I n terperson a l  Adjec t l ve  S c a l e s  ( 1 9 7 9 ) 
( Rev i sed , 1 981 ; Or i g i n a l  I t ems i n  P arent heses ) 
P . Amb i t i 0 u s 
7 .  
2 0 .  
34 . 
46 . 
69 . 
109 . 
1 1 9 .  
1 2 3 .  
Se l f -D i s c i p l i ned 
Pers i s t ent 
Determ i n ed ( S t ab l e )  
Produc t i ve ( De l i berat i v e )  
Per sever i n g  
I n a u s t r i o u s  
Or g an i zed 
Steady 
B .  Arrogant 
9 .  
2 4 .  
4 1 .  
50 . 
7 3 .  
80 . 
90 . 
1 1 5 .  
D .  Co l d  
35 . 
40 . 
4 7 . 
5 7 .  
6 5 . 
7 4 .  
8 7 . 
1 0 6 . 
F .  A l oof  
1 0 .  
1 9 .  
3 6 .  
6 4 . 
6 7 . 
9 6 . 
1 1 2 .  
1 2 2 . 
Con c e i ted 
Swe l l -Headed 
B i g -Headed 
Pushy  ( Ov erforward ) 
Cocky 
Lo ud -Mo ut hed ( Bo i sterous ) 
Bo a stfu l  
Show-Off ( F l aunt y )  
Ru t h l es s  
U n fee l i ng ( Warmt h l e s s ) 
Cr u e l  
Un sympath i c  
Hard -Hearted 
I ro n -Hearted 
Unc h ar i t ab l e  
Co l d -Hearted 
I mper s o n a l  
A l oo f  ( An t i -Soc i a l ) 
S u l l en ( Un c heery ) 
Det ac hed ( Un n e i ghbor l y )  
Emb i t t ered ( D i s soc i a l )  
D i s t an t  
U n fr i en d l y  ( Un s m i l i n g )  
Unsoc i ab l e  
A .  Dom i n an t  
8 .  
1 1 .  
22 . 
3 3 .  
84 . 
9 8 .  
107 . 
1 2 0 .  
Forcef u l  
Bo l d  ( Un -Se l fconsc i o u s ) 
F i rm 
Se l f  -Conf i  aent  
Dom i n ant  
Domi neer i ng 
Se l f -As s ured 
Assert i ve 
C .  C a l c u l at i n g 
2 1 .  
32 . 
3 7 . 
6 1 . 
7 5 .  
102 . 
1 1 1 .  
1 1 7 .  
S l i c k  ( C unn i n g ) 
Crafty 
C a l c u l at i n g  
Dece i tf u l  ( Overc unn i n g )  
Tr i c ky 
Sneaky ( W i l y )  
S l y  
Exp l o i t at i v e  
E .  Q uarre l some 
6 .  
2 7 .  
5 2 . 
6 3 . 
70 . 
89 . 
100 . 
1 14 .  
Con t r ary ( Un gr ac i o u s ) 
D i  srespec t f u  1 
Uncoo perat i ve 
I mpo l i te 
Host i l e  ( D i s courteou s )  
I rr i t ab l e' ( Un c i v i l )  
Rude ( Uncord i a l ) 
I I I  -l'lannered . 
G .  I n t roverted 
1 .  B as h f u l 
1 8 .  S i  l en t  
38 . Q u i et ( U ndemo n s t r at i ve )  
44 . Reserved ( Unrevea l i n g )  
68 .  S o l emn ( Un s p ar k l i n g )  
7 8 .  I n troverted  
8 1 .  w i t h d r awn ( I nward ) 
94 . Shy 
1 28 
APPE ND I X  A ( Con ' t )  
W i gg i n s ' I nt erper son a l  Adj ec t i v e  Sc a l e s  ( 1 9 7 9 ) 
( Rev i sed , 1 98 1 ; Or i g i n a l  I tems i n  P arenthese s ) 
H .  L azy 
2 .  Lacks  Purpose  ( Un b u s i n e s s l i k e )  
1 6 .  I mpract i c al  
28 .  D i sor gan i zed 
42 . Un d i sc i p l i n ed ( Unt horough ) 
7 6 .  I n co n s i s tent  
83 . L azy 
1 0 1 .  I rr e s pon s i b l e  ( Un i n d u s trous ) 
1 1 3 .  Unprod uc t i ve 
J .  U n as s um i  ng 
4 .  l'1odest  ( Un v a i n )  
1 3 .  Un a s s um i ng ( Conc e i t l es s )  
5 5 .  Un argumen t at i v e 
60 .  Humb l e  ( Bo a s t l es s )  
66 . Un d eman d i n g 
9 1 .  Non -Egot i s t i c a l 
103 . Unpretent i o u s  ( Preten s e l es s ) 
1 2 1 .  To l erant  ( Un w i l d )  
L .  W arm 
5. Ki nd 
1 7 .  Sympat h et i c  
23 . Emo t i on a l  
48.  Apprec i at i v e  
7 1 .  Tender 
77 . Gent 1 e -Hearted 
82 . Soft-He ar t ed 
1 1 0 .  Tender -Hear t ed 
N .  Gregar i o u s  
1 2 . P l e a s ant 
1 4 .  Compan i o n ab l e  
56 . N e i ghbor l y  
5� . Appr o ac h ab l e  
7 2 .  F r i end l y  
97 . Goo d - N at ured 
104 . Gen i a l 
1 2 8 .  Congen i a l 
1 .  Subm i s s i v e 
1 5 .  I n h i b i t ed 
( Un aut hor i t at i v e )  
30 . Sp i n e l e s s  
49 . S u bm i s s i v e ( Forc e l es s ) 
86 . Se l f -Defe at i n g  
( S e l f -Effac i n g )  
88 . Meek 
9 9 .  Pas s i ve 
108 . T i m i d 
K .  I nge n u o u s  
3 .  Tr us t i n g ( U n c a l c u l at i n g )  
2 6 .  No t Dev i o u s  ( Uncr aft y )  
45 . S i ncere  ( Un w i l y )  
� 1 .  Dependent  ( Un c u n n i n g )  
92 . I nexper i enced 
( Undecept i v e )  
95 . Gratefu l ( Un s l y )  
1 1 6 .  Per s u ad ab l e  ( Undev i o u s ) 
1 2 4 .  U n s o ph i st i c at ed 
( Gu i l e l es s )  
M .  Agr e e ab l e  
2 5 . We l l -Man n e r ed 
2 9 .  Cord i a l 
54 . Ch ar i t ab l e , 
62 . Forg i v i n g 
79 . R e s p ec t f u l  
9 3 .  Coo per at i ve 
105 . Accomod at i n g 
1 2 6 .  Courteo u s  
O .  Extroverted  
3 1 .  Jo l l y ( Jov i a l ) 
39 . Cheerf u l  
4 3 .  E n t h u s i ast i c  
53 . Bubb l y  ( V i v ac i o u s ) 
8 5 .  O u t go i n g 
1 1 8 .  L i v e l y  ( Perky ) 
1 2 5 .  T a l k at i v e ( Un s hy ) 
12 7 .  E x t r a v er te d  
1 2 9 
APPEN D I X  A ( Con ' t )  
W i g g i n s ' I nt erper son a l  Adjec t i v e Sc a l es  ( 1 979 ) 
Arro g a n t ­
C a l c u l at i n g 
Co l d ­
Qu arr e l some 
A l oof­
I n troverted 
Amb i t i o u s - Dom i n an t  
PA 
FG 
H I  
L azy -Subm i s s i v e  
NO 
LM 
JK 
Gre g ar i o u s ­
Extr av erted 
Warm­
Agreeab l e  
Un as  s umi n g ­
I ngenuous  
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APPE N D I X  B 
Tot a l  S amp l e Norm Compar i sons  for \� i g g i  n s  ( 1 979 ) and t h e  Present St udy* 
Wi gg i n s  ( 1 9 7 9 )  Present Study  
Oct ant s  M S O  M SO  
PA  5 . 79 . 99 4 . 7 6 . 8 1  
BC 3 . 87 1 .  05 2 . 82 . 88 
DE 2 . 66 . 84 2 . 1 5 . 79 
FG 4 . 03 1 . 1 7 2 . 94 . 96 
H I  4 . 06 . 99 2 . 83 . 85 
JK 4 . 95 . 97 4 . 32 . 66 
LM 6 . 9 1 . 7 7 5 . 87 . 83 
NO 6 . 40 . 96 5 . 44 . 94 
U s i n g the  met hod i n  the  pre s ent study an d L e ary ' s  ( 195 7 )  formu l a , th e 
fo l l ow i n g  c a l c u l at i ons  were made to arr i ve at a s i n g l e -p o i nt  p l acement 
of subjec t s  on the I nt erper son a l  C i rc l e :  
Step  1 W issi n s  ( 19 7 9 )  Present Study 
Dom i nance Score = ( BC +NO+PA ) - ( FG+JK+H I ) = 3 . 02 2 . 93 
Love  Score = ( JK+NO+LM ) - ( BC+FG+DE ) = 7 . 70 7 . 7 2 
SteE 2 
E x act P l  acement = 
i Domi n ance Sco-re2+Love $core2 = 8 . 27 8 . 2 5 
*Not e :  Means are on an e i gh t -po i nt s c a l e .  For purpo s es of compar i son  
i n  th i s  tab l e , me an s of the pr esent study  were trans formed from 
f i ve-po i nt s c a l es i nto t he e i ght -po i nt s c a l es u s ed by W i gg i n s ,  
1 9 79 . 
APPENDIX C 
I ��FORMED C ONSENT FORr1 
You are be i ng a s ked to par t i c i pate in a re s earch s t udy 
that wi l l  take about one and a hal f  hour s of your t ime . The 
s tudy examine s how interper sonal o r i entation a f f e c t s  coun s e l ing 
perception .  You w i l l  c omp l ete a que s t i onna i r e  that a s k s  you 
to describe yours e l f , watch two videotape s of s imul ated c o un s e l i ng 
interac tions , and then be asked to d e s c r ibe the charac t e r i s t i c s  
o f  the c l ients you have seen . 
A l l  informat i o n  and data g a thered in the c o u r s e  o f  t h i s  
s tudy w i l l  b e  nume r ic a l l y  c oded to ensure s tr i c t  c on f id e n t i a l i ty .  
Your name w i l l  not be u s ed . The focus o f  t h i s  s tudy i s  o n  group 
resul t s  no t i nd i v idual p e r f o rmanc e .  T h e r e  i s  no r i s k i nvo lved 
and you are free to wi t hd raw at any t ime without penal ty . A 
wr i tten summary o f  the r e s u l t s  w i l l  be ava i l ab l e  to par t i c i p a n t s  
when t h e  s t udy i s  c omp l e ted . 
I have r ead and u nder s tood the above and g ive my c o n s e n t  t o  
p a r t i c i p at e . 
subj e c t  
w i tne s s  
d a t e  
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APP£ N U I X  0 
The Quest i on n a i re s  
1 3 3 
QUESTIONNAIRE � l  
Thi s  s tudy wi l l  ask you to comp lete a que s tionnaire des cribing how you 
perceive yours e l f , and then to view two s imu lated coun s e ling s e s s i ons and 
give your perceptions of the peop le depicted in each s e s s i on . 
Step 1 :  
Step 2 :  
Step 3 :  
Step 4 :  
P lease remove the computer s cored an swe r sheet and look at the 
s i de with " N ame and S tudent Numb e r "  printed on it . I n  the grid 
labe led " S tudent Numbe r " , p lease use the last four column s t o  r e c ord 
the last four digi t s  of your soci al se curi ty numbe r .  
DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON THE S HEET - your re spon s e s  are to rema i n  
anonymous . 
Now look to the grid lab e led " Sp e c i a l  Code s " .  In the f i r s t  column 
mark a " 1 " . I n  the s e c ond column mark the number that the e xpe rime n t e r  
ann oun ce s . I n  the thi rd column mark an other that the e xperime n t e r  
announces . 
Re cord your bi rthdate , sex and grade in the boxes s o  l abe l ed . F or 
your grade in s ch oo l ;  1 3=F r . , 1 4=Soph . , 15=J r . , 1 6 = S r . ,  and 1 7=graduate 
or un c l as s i fi e d .  N ow rotate the sheet and read " Di re c t ions For 
Mark i ng Answe r Shee t " . 
Turn your an swer sheet ove r .  You w i l l  be using these i tems to respond 
to the que s t i onnaire . Use a � lead penci l on ly , and darken each 
an swer comp le t e l y . Erase comp le te ly if you change an answe r .  
I n s t ru c t i ons : Thi s  que s ti onn ai re asks y ou to des cribe your impre s s i o n  
o f  yourse lf . Re cord h ow  you view y ourse l f  by indicating h ow  we l l  
e ach item f i t s  y our se l f-image and your typ i cal behavi or . I f  y ou 
are un certain ab out any 
le ave any i tems b lank . 
e ach item fits you : 
item , make the b e s t  gue s s  you can .  D o  not 
Use the f o l l owing s c a le to rate h ow we l l  
1 Not At A l l  
2 S li gh t ly 
3 Mode rat e ly 
4 Mostly 
5 Ve ry Much 
Work as qui ckly as you can and leave no b l anks . Remembe r ,  i f  you 
are uns ure about an i tem make your b e s t  gue ss . 
Do not mark on the ques ti onnai re . Use the answe r sheet to re cord 
a l lresponse s .  On the que s t i onnai re , use the note " Ch e ck Respon s e  
Numb e r "  a s  a reminde r to make s ure i tems and an swe rs are match i n g . 
Turn to the next page in t h i s  que s t i onnai re and b e g i n  with i tem 1 .  
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1 = NOT AT ALL 2 SLI GHTLY 3 MOD = E RATELY 4 = MOSTLY 5 = VERY MUCH 
I .  B as h fu l  4 l .  B i g-h eaded 
2 .  Lacks  P u rpose  42 . Undi s c i p l i ned 
3 .  T rus t i n g  43 . Enthu s i as t i c 
4 .  Modes t 44 . Rese rved 
5 .  Ki n d  45 . S i n ce re 
6 .  Con t ra ry 46 . Product i ve 
7 .  Se l f- d i s c i p l i ned 47 . Crue l  
8 .  Force fu l  48 . Apprec i a ti ve 
9 .  Conce i ted  49 . Submi s s i ve 
1 0 .  I mpers ona l  50 . Pushy 
( Ch e c k  Res ponse  Numbe r )  ( Check  Res ponse  Numbe r )  
I I .  B o l d 5 I .  Dependent 
12 . P l eas a n t  52 . Un cooperat i ve 
1 3 .  Unas s umi n g  53 . Bubb ly  
14 .  Compa n i o n ati l e  54 . Cha ri tab l e 
1 5 . I nh i b i te d  5 5 .  Unargumentat i ve 
1 6 .  Impract i c a l  56 . Ne i ghbor ly  
1 7 .  Sympathet i  c 5 7 .  Unsympa thet i c 
1 8 .  S i l en t  5 8 .  Se l f-doub t i ng 
19 . A l o o f  59 . Approachab l e  
20 . P e rs i s tent  60 . Humb l e  
( Check  Res pons  e Numb e r )  ( Ch e c k  Res ponse  Numbe r )  
2 I .  S l  i c k  6 l . Decei  tfu l  
22 . F i  rm 62 . Forgi v i ng  
23 . Emoti o n a  1 6 3 .  Impo l i te 
2 4 .  Swe l l - he a de d  64 . Detached 
25 . �Je l l - ma n n e red 6 5 .  H a  rd- hea rted 
26 . N o t  Dev i ous  66 . Undemandi ng  
2 7 .  D i  s res p e c t  fu 1 6 7 .  Emb i ttered 
2 8 .  D i  s o rg ani zed  68 . S ol emn 
29 . Cord i a l  69 . Pers everi  n g  
30 . S p i n e l es s  70 . Hos t i l e  
( Ch e c k  Res po n s e  Numbe r )  ( Ch e c k  Res pon,s e Number ) 
3 l .  J o l l y  7 l .  Tende r 
32 . Cra fty 7 2 . Fri e n d l y  
33 . Se I f- c o n f i  dent  73 . Cocky 
34 . Det e rmi ned  7 4 .  I ron-hearted 
35 . Ruth l es s  7 5 .  Tri cky 
36 . S u l l en 76 . I n c ons i s te n t  
3 7 .  Ca l c u l at i ng  7 7 .  Gen t l e- hearted 
3 8 .  Qu i e t  7 8 .  I nt roverted 
39 . Chee rfu l 79 . Res pectful  
40 . U n fee l i ng 80 . Loud-mouthed 
[ P l e as e  continue to next page ) 
1 3 5 
1 NOT AT ALL 2 SLIGHTLY 3 MODERATELY 4 MOSTLY 5 VERY MUCH 
81 . Wi thdrawn 10 1 .  I rres pons i b l e  
82 . Soft- hearted 102 .  Sneaky 
83 . Lazy 103 . Unpreten t i ous  
84 . Domi nant  104 . Gen i a l  
85 . Outgoi n g  105 . Accommodat i n g  
86 . Se l f- de fe a t i n g  106 . Co l d- hearted 
87 . Unch a ri tab l e  107 . Se l f- as s u red 
88 . Meek  108 . T i m i d  
89 . I rri tab 1 e 109 . I ndus tri ous 
90 . B oas t fu l  1 1 0 .  Ten de r- hea rted 
( Check  Res ponse  Numbe r )  ( Check  Res ponse  Numbers ) 
9 1 .  Nonegot i s t i ca l  1 1 1 . S l y  
92 . I nexperi enced 1 1 2 . Unfri end l y  
93 . Coope rati  ve 1 1 3 .  Unp rod u ct i ve  
9 4 .  Shy 1 14 .  I l l -man n e red 
9 5 .  Grateful  1 1 5 .  Show-off  
96 . Di s ta n t  1 16 .  Pers uadab l e  
97 . Good- n a t u red 1 1 7 .  Exp l o i tat i ve 
98 . Domi nee ri ng  1 1 8 .  L i v e l y  
99 . Pass  i ve 1 1 9 .  Organ i zed 
1 00 .  Rude 1 20 .  As s e rt i ve 
( Check  Res ponse  Numbe r )  ( Check  Res ponse  Numbe rs ) 
1 2 1 . To l e ra n t  
122 . Unsoci ab l e  
123 . Steady 
124 . Uns oph i s t i c a ted 
125 . Ta l ka t i ve 
1 26 . Cou rteous 
1 2 7 .  Extroverted 
128.  Congen i a l  
P le as e  also answer t h e  following que stions 
1 2 9 . What is your college Grade Point Average (GPA ) ? [ Gue s s  i f  you are uns ure ) 
1 be low 2 . 0  
2 2 . 0  to 2 . 4  
3 2 . 5  to 2 . 9  
4 3 . 0  to 3 . 4  
5 3 . 5  to 4 . 0  
1 3 0 . What i s  your ethn i c  origin? 
[ P le ase continue to next page ) 
1 As i an 
2 B l ack 
3 Hi span i c  
4 Whi t e  
5 Other 
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1 3 1 . Have you e ve r  re ceive d  counse ling or psychothe rapy ( i f  yes , indi cate 
the approximate number of s e s s ions ) ?  
1 No 
2 1 - 3 s e s s ions 
3 4 - 7 s e s s i on s  
4 8 - 1 1  s e s s ions 
5 1 2  o r  more s e s s ions 
IlliEN YOU HAVE FINI S HED , PLEASE WAI T  FOR THE NEXT PHASE OF THE EXPERIMENT 
S tep 1 :  
Step 2 :  
S te p  3 :  
1 3 7  
QUESTIONNAI RE # 2  
P lease remove the computer s cored answe r sheet and turn to the 
s i de lab e led wi th " S tudent Numb e r " . As you did ear l i e r , mark the 
last four digi t s  of your s o c i a l  se curity numb e r  i n  t h e  l as t  four 
c o l u�nde r " S tudent Numb e r " . 
-- --
Now look to the grid labe led " S p e c i a l  Codes " .  I n  the f i r s t  c o l umn 
mark the number that the experimenter announ c e s . 
[ You n e e d  not comp lete any othe r i n fo rmation on this s i de of the 
answe r shee t ]  
Turn your answe r sheet ove r . In a momen t  you w i l l  view a videotape 
of a s imu lated coun s e l i n g  s e s s i on .  When the tape is f i n i shed you 
w i l l  comp lete this que s t i onnai re . H�e�t h i s  time you wi l l  be 
giving your perceptions of the person depi cted on the videotape . 
That i s , for each item indi cate how we l l  that i tem de s c ribes the 
pe rson s hown on the tape . Again , i f  you are uns ure make your b e s t  
gues s .  Do not le ave any items b l ank . 
A f t e r  you view the v�de o t ape , t urn to the next page i n  t h i s  que s t i onnai re 
and b e g i n  with i tem 1 .  
1 3 8  
1 NOT AT ALL 2 = SLIGHTLY 3 MODERATELY 4 = MOSTLY 5 = VERY MUCH 
I .  B a s h fu l  4 l .  B i g - h e a d e d  
2 .  La c k s  P u  rpos e 42 . U n d i s c i p l i ne d  
3 .  T r u s t i n g 43 . E n t h u s i a s t i c 
4 .  Modes t 44 . R e s e rved 
5 .  K i n d  45 . S i n c e re 
6 .  C on t ra ry 46 . P rod u c t i v e 
7 .  Se l f- d i s c i p l i ne d  4 7 . C r u e l 
8 .  F o r c e fu l 48 . A p p r e c i a t i ve 
9 .  C on c e i t e d  49 . S u bmi s s i v e 
1 0 .  I mp e rs o n a l 50 . P u s hy 
( Ch e c k  Res p o n s e  N umbe r )  ( C h e c k  R e s p o n s e  Numb e r )  
I I .  B o l d 5 l .  De p e n d e n t  
1 2 .  P l e a s a n t  5 2 . U n c o o p e r a t i ve 
1 3 .  U n a s s u m i n g  53 . B u b b l y  
1 4 .  Compa n i o n a ti l e  54 . C h a r i t a b l e 
1 5 .  I n h i b i t e d  55 . U n a r g ume n t a t i v e 
1 6 .  I m p ra c t i c a l 56 . N e i  g h b o r l y  
1 7 .  Sympa t h e t i c 5 7 . U n s ympa t h e t i c  
1 8 .  S i l e n t  58 . Se l f- d o ub t i n g  
1 9 .  A l o o f  59 . App roa c h a b l e  
20 . P e rs i s t e n t  60 . Humb l e  
( Ch e c k  R e s p o n s e  N u mb e r )  ( Ch e c k  Re s p o n s e  Numbe r )  
2 I . S l i c k 6 l .  D e ce i t fu l  
2 2 . F i rm 62 . F o r g i v i n g 
2 3 . E m ot i o n a l  63 . I mp o l i te 
24 . Swe l l - h e a d e d  64 . De t a c h e d  
2 5 . \·Je l l - ma n n e re d  65 . Ha rd - h e a r t e d  
26 . N o t  De v i o u s  66 . U n d e ma n d i n g 
2 7 .  D i  s res p e c t  fu 1 6 7 . Emb i t te re d  
2 8 .  D i  s o r g an i  z e d  68 . S o l emn 
29 . C o rd i a l  69 . P e  rs e v e  r i  n g  
30 . S p i n e l es s  70 . Hos t i  l e  
( Ch e c k  Res p o n s e  N umbe r )  ( C h e c k  R e s p o n s e  Numbe r )  
3 I .  J o l l y  7 1 . T e n d e r  
32 . C ra f ty 72 . F ri e n d l y  
3 3 .  S e l f - c on fi d e n t  7 3 . C o c ky 
3 4 . Dete rmi n e d  7 4 . I ron-fl e a  r t e d  
35 . R u t h l e s s  75 . T r i  c ky 
36 . S u l l e n 76 . I n c ons i s t e n t  
3 7 .  C a l c u l a t i n g  7 7 . G e n t l e - h e a r t e d  
3 8 .  Q u i e t 7 8 .  I n  t rove r t e d  
39 . C h e e r f u l 79 . Res p e c t f u l 
40 . U n fe e l i n g 80 . L o u d - m ou t h e d  
[ P le as e  con t i n ue to next p age l 
1 
1 39 
NOT AT ALL 2 SLIGHTLY 3 MODERATELY 4 MOSTLY 5 VERY MUCH 
8 l . W i  t h d rawn 10  l .  I rres pons i b l e  
82 . S o f t - h e a  rte d 102 . S n e a ky 
83 . L a zy 103 . U n p re t e n t i ou s  
84 . Domi n a n t  104 . Ge n i a l  
85 . O u t g oi n g  1 0 5 . Ac c omr.1o d a t i n g  
86 . Se l f - d e fe a t i n g 106 . C o l d - h e a rt e d  
87 . U n c h a  r i  t a b  1 e 10 7 .  Se l f- a s s u re d  
88 . Mee k 108 . T i m i d 
89 . I r r i t a b l e  109 . I n d u s t r i o u s  
90 . B o a s t f u l  1 1 0 .  T e n d e r - h e a r t e d  
( C h e c k  Res p o n s e  N u mb e r )  ( Ch e c k  Re s p o n s e  Numbe rs ) 
9 l .  N o n e g o t i s t i c a l  I l l .  S l y 
9 2 .  I n e x pe r i e n c e d  1 1 2 .  U n f r i e n d l y  
9 3 .  C o o p e r a t i ve 1 1 3 .  Unp rod u c t i v e 
9 4 .  S hy 1 1 4 .  I l l - m an n e re d  
95 . G r a t e f u l  1 1 5 .  S h ow- o f f  
96 . Di s ta n t  1 1 6 .  P e r s u a d a b l e  
9 7 .  Good- n a t u re d  1 1 7 .  E x p l o i t a t i v e 
98 .  Domi nee r i n g  1 1 8 .  L i ve l y  
99 . Pa s s i ve 1 1 9 .  Org a n i z e d  
1 00 .  Ru de 1 20 .  As s e r t i  ve 
( Ch e c k  Re s p o n s e Numb e r )  ( Ch e c k  Res p o n s e  N umbe rs ) 
1 2 1 .  To l e ra n t  
1 2 2 .  U n s oc i ab l e  
1 2 3 .  S t e a dy 
1 2 4 .  Uns op h i s t i c a ted 
1 2 5 . T a l k a t i ve 
1 26 .  Cou rteou s  
1 2 7 . E x t roverted 
1 2 8 .  Congen i a l  
P le ase also answer the fo l lowing que s t ions about the person you j us t  viewed . 
To answer items 1 2 9  - 1 3 4 , use the fol lowing response options : 
1 Not at All 
True 
2 S l ightly 3 = Moderately 4 = Mos tly 
True True True 
5 = Very Much 
True 
129 . He is the type of pe rson who is most difficult for me to get a long with . 
1 3 0 .  I would expect thi s  pe rson to not receive peop le ' s  approva l .  
1 3 1 .  I f  he and I worked together each day , I would a lways fee l very ackward 
talking to him . 
1 3 2 . There is no similarity between the way he acts and the way I would 
ever act . 
[ P lease continue to next page ) 
1 Not at A l l  
True 
2 S l ightly 
True 
3 
1 4 0  
Mode rat e ly 4 
True 
Mos t ly 
True 
5 Very Much 
True 
1 3 3 . He and I would not " comp liment " ,  that i s , be a good match , as fri ends . 
1 3 4 .  Even i f  I woul d sympath i z e  with h i s  prob lem , I would never choose 
to behave the way th i s  pe rson doe s . 
WHEN YOU HAVE F I N I SHED , PLEASE WAI T  FOR THE NEXT PHASE OF THE EXPERIMENT 
Step 1 :  
S tep 2 :  
S tep 3 :  
1 4 1  
QUESTIONNAIRE # 3  
P le as e  remove the compute r s cored answe r sheet and turn to the 
s i de lab e l e d  wi th " S tudent Nwnb e r " . As you did e ar l i e r ,  mark the 
l a s t  four digi ts o f  your soc i al se curity nwnb e r  in the l as t  four 
columns unde r " S tudent Numbe r " . 
Now look to the grid labe led " Sp e c i a l  Code s " .  In the f i r s t  column 
mark the numb e r  that the e xperime n t e r  announ c e s . 
[ You need not comp lete any oth e r  in formation on th i s  s i de o f  the 
answe r shee t ]  
Turn your answer sheet ove r .  I n  a momen t  you w i l l  view a s e cond 
vi deot ap e  of a s imu lated coun s e ling s e s s i on . When the t ape is 
f i n i shed you will comp lete t h i s  que st ionnai re . 
As you d i d  be fore , respond to each item and indi cate how we l l  that 
i t em describes the pe rson s hown on the s e cond videot ape . 
l e a ve any i t ems b l ank . 
Do n ot 
Afte � you view the s e cond v i deotape , turn t o  the n e xt p age i n  th i s  
que s t i on n ai re and b e g i n  wi th item 1 .  
1 NOT AT ALL 2 S LI GHTLY 
1 .  B a s h fu l  
2 .  L a c k s  P u rp os e  
3 .  T ru s t i n g  
4 .  Modes t 
5 .  K i n d  
6 .  C o n t ra ry 
7 .  Se l f- d i s c i p l i n e d  
8 .  F o r c e fu l 
9 .  C o n c e i t e d  
1 0 .  I mp e rs on a 1 
( Ch e c k  Res p o n s e  N u mbe r )  
1 1 .  B o l d 
1 2 . P l e a s a n t  
1 3 .  U n a s s u m i n g  
1 4 .  C o mp a n i o n a o l e  
1 5 .  I n h i b i t e d  
1 6 .  I mp ra c t i c a l  
1 7 .  Sympa t h e t i c 
1 8 .  S i l e n t  
1 9 .  A l o o f  
20 . P e rs i s t e n t  
( C h e c k  Re s po n s e  N u mb e r )  
2 1 . S l i c k  
2 2 . F i rm 
2 3 .  E m o t i o n a l  
2 4 . Swe l l - h e a de d  
2 5 .  l·Je l l - ma n n e re d  
26 . N ot De v i  o u s  
2 7 .  D i s re s p e c t fu l 
2 8 .  D i  s o rg an i  z e d  
2 9 . C o rd i a l  
30 . S p i n e l e s s  
( Ch e c k  Re s p o n s e  N u mb e r )  
3 1 . J o l l y  
3 2 . C ra fty 
33 . S e l f- c on f i d e n t  
34 . De t e  rmi n e d  
3 5 . R u t h l e s s  
36 . S u l l e n  
3 7 .  C a l c u l a t i n g  
3 8 .  Q u i e t 
39 . C h e e r f u l 
40 . U n fe e l i n g 
1 4 2  
3 MODERATELY 4 = MOSTLY 5 = VERY MUCH 
4 1 .  B i  g - h e a d e d  
42 . U n d i s c i p l i n e d  
4 3 . E n t h u s i a s t i c 
44 . Res e rv e d  
45 . S i  n c e re 
46 . P r o d u c t i v e 
4 7 .  C r u e l 
4 8 .  Ap p re c i a t i v e 
49 . S u b m i s s i ve 
50 . P u s hy 
( C h e c k  R e s p o n s e  Numbe r )  
5 1 .  D e p e n d e n t  
5 2 . U n c o o p e r a t i v e 
53 . B u b b l y  
54 . C h a  ri t a b  1 e 
5 5 . U n a r g u me n t a t i v e 
56 . N e i  g h b o r l y  
5 7 . Unsymp a t h e t i  c 
58 . S e l f - dou b t i n g 
59 . App ro a c h a b l e  
60 . Humb l e  
( C h e c k  Re s p o n s e  N umbe r )  
6 1 . Dece i t fu l  
62 . F o r q i  v i  n g  
63 . I mp o l  i te 
64 . De t a c h e d  
65 . H a r d - h e a r t e d  
66 . U n d e ma n d i  n g  
6 7 . Emb i t t e re d  
68 . S ol emn 
69 . P e rs e v e r i n g  
70 . H o s  t i l e 
( Ch e c k  R e s p o n � e  N umbe r )  
7 1 . T e n d e r  
72 . F r i e n d l y  
73 . C o c ky 
7 4 . I ron - h e a r t e d  
7 5 . T r i  c ky 
76 . I n c o n s i s t e n t  
7 7 . G e n t l e - h e a r t e d  
78 . I n t r ov e r t e d  
79 . Res p e c t f u l 
80 . L o u d - m ou t h e d  
[ P l e a s e  con t inue t o  next page l 
1 =- NOT AT ALL 2 S LIGHTLY 3 
1 4 3  
MODERATELY 4 MOSTLY 5 VERY MUCH 
1 
8 1 . W i t h d rawn 
82 . S o f t - h e a  rted 
83 . L a zy 
84 . D om i n a n t  
85 . O u t g o i n g  
86 . S e l f- de fe a t i n g  
87 . U n c h a r i t a b l e  
88 .  Mee k  
89 . I r r i t a b l e  
90 . B oa s t fu l  
( C h e c k  R e s p o n s e  N u mb e r ) 
9 l .  
9 2 . 
9 3 .  
9 4 .  
9 5 .  
96 . 
9 7 .  
9 8 .  
9 9 . 
1 00 .  
N o n e g o t i s t i c a l  
I n e x p e r i e n c e d  
C o o p e  ra t i v e  
Shy 
G r a t e f u l  
D i s t a n t  
G o o d - n a t u re d  
Domi  n e e r i  n g  
P a s s i v e 
R u de 
( C h e c k  Res p o n s e  N u mb e r ) 
1 2 1 . 
1 2 2 . 
1 2 3 .  
1 2 4 .  
1 2 5 . 
1 26 .  
1 2 7  . 
1 2 8 .  
T o l e ra n t  
U n s o c i a b l e  
S t e a dy 
U n s op h i s t i c a t e d  
Ta l k a t i v e 
C o u r t e o u s  
E x t ro v e r t e d  
C o n g e n i a l  
1 0 l . 
102 . 
1 03 . 
104 . 
105 . 
106 . 
1 0 7 . 
1 0 8 .  
109 . 
1 10 .  
I rres p o n s i b l e  
S n e a ky 
U n p re te n t i ous 
Ge n i a l  
Accommo d a t i n g  
Co l d - h e a rted 
S e l f - as s u re d 
T i m i d 
I n d u s t r i o u s  
Te n de r - h e a rt e d  
( C h e c k  Re s p o n s e  Numbe rs ) 
I l l .  
1 1 2 .  
1 1 3 .  
1 1 4 .  
1 1 5 .  
1 16 .  
1 1 7 .  
l l 8 .  
1 1 9 .  
1 20 . 
S l y 
U n f r i e n d l y  
U n p rod u c t i v e 
I l l - m an n e re d  
Sh ow- o f f  
P e rs u a d a b l e  
E x p l o i t a t i ve 
L i v e l y 
Org a n i z e d  
As s e rt i v e 
( C h e c k  Res p o ns e Numbe rs ) 
P l e as e  a l s o  answer the fo l l owing que s t ions about the person you j us t  v i ewe d . 
To a n swer i tems 1 2 9  - 1 3 4 , u s e  the fol l ow i ng respon s e  opt ions : 
Not at A l l  
True 
2 s l i gh t l y  
True 
3 = Moderat e l y  4 = Mos t l y  
True True 
5 = Very Much 
True 
1 2 9 . He i s  the type o f  p e rson who is mos t  d i f f i cu l t  for me to get a l ong w i th . 
1 3 0 . I would e xp e ct t h i s  p e rso n to not receive p eople ' s  approva l .  
1 3 1 .  I f  h e  and I worked together each day , I wou l d  a lways fee l very ackward 
t a l k i n g  t o  h i m .  
1 3 2 . There i s  no s i mi l ar i t y  b e tween the way he a c t s  and the way I woul d  
e v e r  a c t . 
[ P le a s e  c o n t i n u e  to next page l 
1 Not at A l l  
True 
2 S l i gh t ly 
True 
1 4 4  
3 = Mode rate ly 4 
True 
Mos t ly 
True 
5 Very Much 
True 
1 3 3 .  He and I would not " comp l imen t "  each othe r ,  i . e . , be a good match as friends . 
1 34 . Even i f  I would sympathi z e  with h i s  prob lem , I wou l d  neve r choose 
to behave the way thi s p e rson doe s . 
Now , p le as e  answe r the fol l owing s i x  que s t ion s : 
1 3 5 . Duri ng thi s e xperiment , how we l l  cou ld you s e e  the videotape s ?  
1 Very we l l  
2 Adequat e ly 
3 Had some d i f f i culty 
4 Had great di f fi culty 
5 Could not see at a l l  
1 36 .  How we l l  could you hear the videotape s ?  
1 Very we l l  
2 Adequate ly 
3 Had some di f f i culty 
4 Had great d i f f i culty 
5 Cou l d  not hear at a l l  
1 3 7 .  P le a s e  think for a moment about the two videotapes you watche d . The 
two people shown on the t ap e s  may h ave acted d i f f e re n t ly than you wou l d . 
Howeve r ,  i f  you had to choose , whi ch of the two people acted more l ike 
you usually a c t ?  
1 The person on the f i rs t  t ap e . 
2 The p e r s on on the s e cond tape . 
1 3 8 . I n  que s tion 1 3 7 , you had to choose one o f  the two p e op l e . Given the 
prospect of having to compare yourse l f  to the unchosen person , how 
s t rong is your pre ference for the one you d i d  choo s e ?  
1 Real l y .  no creference - I pAi�e�oone b e cause 
2 S l i gh t  p re f e re nce 
3 Mode rate pre ference 
4 S omewh at s t rong p r e f e re n c e  
5 Ve ry s t rong pre ference 
1 3 9 . Agai n , t h i nk o f  the two vi deotape s .  I magine that you h ad to i nte ract 
freque n t l y  wi th one o f  the s e  peop le ( for e xamp l e , at work each day ) . 
Whi ch p e rson would choo s e ?  
[ P le a s e  continue to n e x t  p age ] 
1 The pe rson on the f i r s t  t ap e . 
2 the p e rson on the s e cond tap e . 
1 4 5  
1 40 . I n  que s tion 1 3 9 , you had to choose one o f  the two peop le . Given the 
prospect o f  h aving to interact with the unchosen person , how s t rong 
is your pre ference for the one you did choose ? 
1 Re a l ly , no p re ference - p i cked one b e cause I had to 
2 S li gh t  p re ference 
3 Mode rate pre ference 
4 Somewhat strong pre ference 
5 Ve ry s trong p re ference 
WHEN YOU HAVE F I N I S HED , PLEASE WAIT FOR FURTHER I NSTRUCTIONS 
1 4 6  
APPE ND I X  E 
S ummary Tab l es for 2 X 2 An a l yses of  V ar i anc e  
- - C i rc ump l ex X St i mu l u s - -
Source 
C i rc ump l ex 
oetween Ss  E rror 
St i mu l u s 
C i rcump l ex X St i mu l u s 
W i t h i n  S s  Error 
1 4 7  
Extremeness  Depen dent  Var i ao l e  
n = 100 
S5 d . f MS 
18489 . 65 1 18489 . 65 
880 1 3 . 73 98 898 . 10 
8 . 41 1 8 . 41 
3 . 1 3  1 3 . 1 3 
33844 . 9 7 98 345 . 36 
F P 
20 . 5Y . 0001 
. 02 . 876  
. 01 . 924 
Source 
C i r c ump l ex 
Between S s  Error 
St i mu l us 
C i r c ump l ex X St i mu l  u s  
W i t h i n  S s  Error 
1 4 8  
Oct an t  Uependent  Var i ab l e  
n = 100 
SS d . f  MS 
1 7 1 1 . 13  1 1 7 1 1 . 1 3 
7287 . 73 98 74 . 36 
6 1 . 61 1 6 1 . 6 1  
202 . 01 1 202 . 2 1 
3542 . 89 98 36 . 1 5 
F P 
23 . 01 . 0001 
1 .  70 . 1 95 
5 . 59 . 020 
Source  
C i rc ump l ex 
Between S s  
St i mu l us 
C i r c ump l ex 
W i t h i n  S s  
E rror 
1 4 9  
I dent i f i c at i o n  Depen dent  V ar i ab l e  
n = 100 
SS d . f  MS 
1 9 . 22 1 1 9 . 22 
785 . 50 98 8 . 02 
79 . 38 1 79 . 38 
X St i mu l u s 1 .  28 1 1 .  28 
t: rror 563 . 34 98 5 . 75 
F P 
2 . 40 . 125  
1 3 . 81 . OU03 
. 2 2 . 638 
Source 
C i rc ump l ex 
Between Ss  Error 
St i mu 1 us 
C i r c ump l ex X St i mu l us 
w i th i n  Ss  Error 
1 50 
Aff i l i at i on Dependent Var i ab l e  
n = 100 
SS d . f  MS 
1 0 . 58 1 10 . 58 
9 2 1 . 20 98 9 . 40 
30 . 42 1 30 . 42 
3 . 38 1 3 . 38 
7 59 . 20 98 7 . 74 
F P 
1 . 1 3 . 291 
3 . 93 . 050  
. 44 . 5 1 1  
1 5 1  
APPEN D I X  F 
Summary Tab l es for 2 X 2 An a l yses o f  Var i ance 
--Qu adrant X St i mu l u s - -
Source 
(Juadrant  
Between  Ss  Error  
St i mu l us 
Qu adr an t  X St i mu l u s 
W i t h i n  S s  Er ror 
1 5 2 
Extremen e s s  Dependent  V ar i ab l e  
n = 100 
SS d . f  MS 
1 238 . 56 1 1 2 38 . 56 
93999 . 36 108 870 . 36 
69 . 89 1 69 . 89 
132 5 . 45 1 1325 . 45 
3 1 7 79 . 65 108 294 . 26 
F P 
1 .  42 . 2 36 
. 24 . 6 2 7  
4 . 50 . 036  
Source 
Quad r ant 
Between 5 s  Error 
St i mu l u s 
Qu adr ant  X St i mu l u s 
W i t h i  n S s  Error 
1 5 3  
Oct an t  Dependent  Var i ab l e  
n = 100 
55 d . f  1"15 
96 . 89 1 96 . 89 
7349 . 3 1 108 68 . 05 
4 . 05 1 4 . 65 
2 . 62 1 2 . 62 
5060 . 73 108 4 6 . 86 
F p 
1 .  42  . 235  
. 10 . 7 5 3  
. 06 . 81 4  
Source 
Qu adrant 
Between Ss Error  
St i mu l us  
{,Ju ad r an t  X St i mu l u s 
W i t h i  n S s  Error 
1 5 4  
I d ent i f i c at i on Dependent V ar i ab l e  
n = 100 
SS d . f MS 
22 . 9 1 1 22 . 91 
862 . 47 108 7 . 99 
1 52 . 22 1 1 5 2 . 22 
1 20 . 76 1 1 20 . 76 
546 . 51 108 S . Ob 
F p 
2 . 87 . 093 
30 . 0() . 0001 
23 . 87 . 0001 
Source 
Quadr ant 
Between S s  Error 
St i mu l us 
Qu adr ant X St i mu l u s 
W i t h i  n Ss  Error 
1 5 5  
Aff i l i at i o n  De pen dent  V ar i ab l e  
n = IOU 
SS d . f  MS 
. 55 1 . 5 5 
91 6 . 58 108 8 . 49 
7 1 . 02 1 7 1 . 02 
98 . 22 1 98 . 22 
806 . 25 1 08 7 . 47 
F P 
. 06 . 80 
� . 50 . 003 
13 . 35 . 0004 
1 5 6  
APPE N U I X  G 
Summary T ab l es for One-Way An a l ys es o f  V ar i anc e  
--Quadr an t - -
So urce  
Between Gro u p s  
Error 
1 5 7  
I d en t i f i c at i o n - Ch o i c e  Dependent V ar i ab l e  
SS d . f  
. 005 1 
3 1 .  61  1 1 1  
MS 
. 005  
. 285 
F p 
. 0 1 6  . 899  
So urce  
Between Gr oups  
Error  
158  
Aff i l i at i on -Cho i c e Dependent Var i ab l e  
SS d . f  
. 1 32  1 
36 . 5 1 1 1 1  
MS 
. 1 32  
. 3 2S1 
F p 
. 40 1  . 52B 
1 5 9  
APPE N D I X  H 
S ummary T ab l es for 2 X 2 An a l ys es of Var i an c e  
--Gender X St i mu l u s - -
Source 
Sex 
Between Ss  Error 
St i mu l u s 
Sex  X St i mu l u s  
w i t h i  n S s  Error 
1 60 
Extremeness  Dependent V ar i ab l e  
n = 162  
SS d . f  MS 
344 1 .  78 1 3441 . 78 
145064 . 1 7  160 90b . 65 
69 . 44 1 69 . 44 
2 1 .  78 1 2 1 . 78 
53865 . 78 1 60 336 . 66 
F P 
3 . 80 . 053 
. 2 1 . 6 50 
. 06 . 800 
So urce  
Sex  
Between  Ss  Error 
St i mu l us 
Sex X St i mu l us 
W i t h i  n S s  Error 
1 6 1  
Oc t an t  Depen den t V ar i ab l e  
n = 162  
SS d . f  MS 
256 . 00 1 256 . 00 
12981 . 00 160 81 . 1 3 
2 0 . 75  1 20 . 75 
23 . 90 1 23 . 90 
7007 . 34 1 6U 43 . 79 
F p 
3 . 16 . 078 
. 47 . 492 
. 55 . 46 1  
So urce  
Sex 
Ijetween Ss  Error 
S t i mu l us 
Sex X St i mu l us 
W i t h  i n  S s  Error 
1 6 2 
I dent i f i c at i on Dependent  V ar i ab l e  
n = 162  
SS d . f  MS 
2 . 08 1 2 . 08 
1308 . 5 7 160 8 . 18  
1 44 . 00 1 1 44 . 00 
0 . 1 1  1 0 . 1 1  
988 . 89 1 60 6 . 18 
F p 
. 26 . 6 14 
2 3 . 30 . 0001  
. 02 . 89 3  
Source 
Sex 
Between Ss  Error 
St i mu l us  
Sex X St i mu l u s 
W i t h i n  Ss  E rror 
1 6 3  
Aff i l i at i on Dependent V ar i ab l e  
n = 1 62 
SS d . f  r--IS 
0 . 60 1 0 . 60 
1433 . 5 7 160 8 . 96 
106 . 78 1 106 . 78 
2 . 42 1 2 . 42 
1 380 . 80 160 /:i .  63 
F p 
. 07 . 795 
1 2 . 37 . 0006 
. 28 . 597  
1 6 4  
APPE N D I X  
I n tercorre l at i on Mat r i x  of  the  I nde pendent and Dependent Var i ab l e s 
A B C D E F G H I J K L M N 0 
* * * *  * * *  * * *  
A 0 7  0 4  1 3  0 5 0 7  1 6  - 30 - 1 8  - 1 9  - 2 5  - 0 2  - 1 2  0 2  -08 
* 
B 1 2  9 4  - 0 4  0 3  - 0 9  - 0 4  0 6  0 7  - 1 1  -04 - 1 7  0 9  00 
C 0 7  - 0 7 1 0  0 6  - 1 0  -0 1 - 1 1 - 0 3  0 8  - 0 2  0 8  0 3  
* * *  * * *  * * * * *  
D 0 4  6 0  0 4  - 4 0  - 1 5  - 1 7  - 3 3  1 1  -0 1 -08 07 
* * *  * * * *  * * * *  
E 00 5 3 - 1 7  - 34 -09 - 1 3  - 0 3  0 5  1 5  - 3 3  
* * *  * * *  * 
F 1 4  - 3 9  - 1 1  - 0 5  - 2 9  1 7  0 1  0 5 0 9  
* *  * * * *  
G - 1 2  - 2 1  - 0 2  - 1 3  - 0 3  - 0 2  1 5  - 3 4  
* * *  * * *  * * *  * *  
H 4 6  2 7  7 0  - 0 5  2 1  0 5 -02 
* * *  * * *  
I 7 0  3 4  0 7  1 2 - 0 7  0 2  
* * *  
J 2 8  0 0  - 0 4  - 1 0  - 1 3  
* *  
K - 0 2  2 2  0 5  - 0 7  
L 1 3  1 1  04 
* * *  
M 3 7  -02 
N 06 
0 
A-Quadrant H-HS Ex t r emeness 0- Order * < . 0 5 * *  < . 0 1  B-Sex I-HD Ex t r emen e s s  
C - C i r cump lex J-HD Oc tant * * *  < . 00 1  
D-HS Af f i l iat ion K-HS O c t an t  
E-HD A f f i l ia ti on L-Therapy 
F-HS Ident i f i c a t ion M-GPA 
G-HD I dent i f i c a t ion N-Race 
V I TA 
